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Abstract 
 Projects are used pervasively in today’s organizations in various industries. Accordingly, 
a growing number of employees are taking on the project management role as part of their jobs. 
The adaptability exhibited by those employees makes them valuable assets for many 
organizations that use projects as a growing part of their operations. Thus, developing human 
resource development policies and strategies to engage, motivate, and retain the employees in 
project management roles is a high priority. However, little knowledge is available with regards 
to the organizational factors and individual characteristics that enable employees to effectively 
cope with changing job demands and remain engaged with the project management role.  
 The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships among perceived job 
context factors (coworker trust and job autonomy), role breadth self-efficacy, information-
seeking behavior, work engagement, and future role intent among employees in project 
management roles. The conceptual model identified coworker trust, job autonomy, and role 
breadth self-efficacy as antecedents of information-seeking behavior and work engagement of 
the employees in project management roles. It was also proposed that information-seeking 
behavior and work engagement in turn affect future role intent that represents the employee’s 
desire to stay in the project management role in the future.  
 A two-part web-based survey was utilized to collect the main study data from Korean 
employees in 6 participant organizations. 174 respondents who identified themselves as serving a 
project management role participated in the study. The data was examined in terms of missing 
data, outliers, the statistical assumptions of regression analysis, and common method bias. As a 
result, a total of 168 responses were available for the final analysis. Descriptive statistics, 
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Cronbach’s alpha estimates for reliability, correlation analysis, and hierarchical regression 
analysis were the analysis methods used in the study. 
 The result of this study indicated that the information-seeking behavior of the employees 
in project management roles significantly changed across the project phases. The extent of 
information seeking was higher during the planning and closing phases and lower in the 
implementation phase. Although no empirical evidence was found to suggest that two job 
context factors, coworker trust and job autonomy, influenced information-seeking behavior or 
work engagement, role breadth self-efficacy had a positive and significant impact on both 
information-seeking behavior and work engagement. Yet role breadth self-efficacy did not 
moderate the effects of job context factors on information-seeking behavior and work 
engagement. Finally, the results indicated that work engagement had a significant and positive 
effect on future role intent. Additional analyses of mediation effects revealed that work 
engagement partially mediated the effects of job context factors on future role intent. Also, role 
breadth self-efficacy was found to fully mediate the effects of job context factors on work 
engagement. The results of this study are valuable in providing empirical evidence that the 
employees’ work engagement is directly connected with their intent to stay in the project 
management role, and that their efficacy beliefs about flexible performance are an important 
condition for successful coping with changing job demands, which in turn, motivates them to 
stay in the project management roles in the future.  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
To operate and compete in the global business environment, today’s organizations are 
finding more and greater need to accomplish complex tasks through projects. These projects are 
temporary endeavors, with a defined beginning and end, undertaken by a group of people to 
achieve unique goals within a limited time, budget, and to scope (Chatfield & Johnson, 2007; 
Munns & Bjeirmi, 1996), but they are increasing as a proportion of total organizational work, 
constituting one-fifth of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP), or approximately U.S. $7.2 
trillion annually (Bredillet, 2007). Organizations in all types of industries undertake projects as a 
growing part of their operations (Sydow, Lindkvist, & DeFillippi, 2004). 
As project work expands in its prominence in various organizational settings, a growing 
number of employees take on the project management role as part of their jobs. This is evidenced 
by the membership of the Project Management Institute (PMI) in the U.S. which experienced 
explosive growth between 1999 and 2005, and reached 251,339 members in 2011 (Divincenzo, 
2006; PMI, n.d.). However, the majority of project management research rests on techniques and 
methods of project planning and control, and relatively less attention has been given to the 
people who actually carry out the projects.  
Individuals who are in project management roles are those who lead the project team and 
ensure that the desired outcome is delivered on time, within budget, and to scope. Project 
management responsibilities involve planning, executing, and closing projects as well as dealing 
with the uncertainty inherent in project dimensions (Divincenzo, 2006; Thomas & Bendoly, 2009; 
Wilemon, Cicero, & Lemon, 1970). For instance, the employees in project management roles are 
required to solve problems, make decisions, and keep a project on track in the face of unexpected 
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incidents (see Lysonski, Nilakant, & Wilemon, 1989; Tukiainen, Aaltonen, & Murtonen, 2010). 
Thus, the project managers are active agents who respond to changes in their work environment 
(Haynes & Love, 2004).  
In response to increasing competition and volatility in the global market, organizations 
pursue flexibility by using outsourced functions and contracts, and hiring contingent workers has 
become a common practice (Arthur, Inkson, & Pringle, 1999). Yet it is necessary to maintain a 
core group of employees, and to prepare and motivate them to meet new demands (Werner & 
DeSimone, 2009). In this regard, the employees in project management roles, who adapt to 
changing job demands in uncertain project environments to achieve project goals, are important 
human resources with whom organizations should maintain long-term relationships. The 
importance of project leadership for project success has been recognized (Hahn, 2012; Naveh, 
2007). Developing human resource development strategies to engage, motivate, and retain those 
employees in project management roles is a high priority for many organizations that utilize 
projects.  
“Many  project  leaders  express  feelings of stress, overload and lack of control” 
(Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009, p.785). Project management is a high-stress role. It has been 
found that the level of stress experienced by project managers is higher than that of functional 
managers (Haynes & Love, 2003). Job stressors identified in previous research include 
conflicting demands (time, cost, and quality), lack of control over project resources, new 
technology, time pressure, workload, role conflict, and uncertainty (Gällstedt, 2003a; Haynes & 
Love, 2004; Lysonski, 1989; Richmond & Skitmore, 2006). Prolonged exposure to job stressors 
in the workplace can lead to job burnout (Maslach, 2001) which causes reduced task 
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performance and high employee turnover (Leung, Chan, & Olomolaiye, 2008; Shimizu, Feng, & 
Nagata, 2005). 
Individuals in project management roles exhibit a high rate of job change in general. It 
has been found that the average number of lateral, vertical, and interorganizational moves of 
project managers is more than double those of functional managers (El-Sabaa, 2001). In other 
words, their job changes include turnover as well as shifting into other functional areas or 
hierarchical levels within the organization. Bredin and Söderlund (2012) suggest that high work 
pressure associated with the project management role motivates employees to leave the role and 
move into other managerial positions. Parker and Skitmore’s study (2005) reported that 
dissatisfaction with the organizational culture, dissatisfaction with the project management role, 
and career considerations (e.g. need for personal development) were the main reasons for 
turnover in the project manager position.  
The careers of the employees in project management roles are neither well defined nor 
well understood in most organizations (Pinto & Kharbanda, 1995). Accordingly, the project 
managers take a greater responsibility than functional managers in terms of planning their career 
moves and identifying the steps required to achieve them (El-Sabaa, 2001). Also, the career 
motives of project managers--creativity, cross training, and self-management--are in sharp 
contrast with the functional managers’ career motives of stability orientation and leadership (El-
Sabaa, 2001). Indeed, employees in project management roles are in distinctive positions in 
terms of career planning and advancement.   
Given the importance of the employees in project management roles as critical human 
resources for organizational effectiveness, it is in the organization’s interest to help them deal 
with the job demands that create high levels of stress. Furthermore, given the particular nature of 
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career motives and efforts of the project managers, it is important to examine which factors 
affect an employee’s intent to stay in the project management role in the future. Yet due to a 
scarcity of research investigating project managers, no studies specifically provide knowledge 
about the conditions that assist these employees in coping with changing job demands in the 
project environment as well as affect their career-related intents.  
Problem Statement 
Today, a growing number of employees are being asked to take on a project management 
role. These employees are valuable assets for organizations as they actively respond to changes 
in the project environment to accomplish project goals (Haynes and Love, 2004). Yet the 
demands associated with the role create high stress which compromise task performance and 
increase turnover of those employees who take on project management roles (Haynes & Love, 
2003; Leung, Chan, & Olomolaiye, 2008; Shimizu, Feng, & Nagata, 2005). In order to engage, 
motivate, and retain employees in project management roles, it is critical that organizations 
provide adequate job support and implement strategies to motivate the employees to align their 
career goals with the project management role. For this to occur, organizations would need a 
greater understanding about important conditions for successful role performance as well as 
employees’ view about the project management role.  
However, little knowledge is available in regards to the organizational factors and 
individual characteristics that enable employees to effectively cope with changing job demands 
and remain engaged with the project management role. Prior research have found that project 
managers utilize various strategies to cope with unique challenges, such as lack of control and 
time pressure, associated with the role (Haynes & Love, 2004; Lysonski et al., 1989; Richmond 
& Skitmore, 2006). Coping strategies can be classified into problem-focused coping and 
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emotion-focused coping (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Studies echo that problem-focused coping, 
such as information gathering, decision making, or problem solving, may be more effective than 
emotion-focused coping for rearranging job demands that create stress (Hayes & Love, 2004; 
Lysonski, Nilakant, & Wilemon, 1989; Gallstedt, 2003). For those employees who manage 
projects, information-seeking behavior may be an essential strategy to cope with changing job 
demands in the project environment. Cross and Sproull (2004) also suggested that seeking 
information from colleagues is critical for project managers to obtain or create knowledge 
necessary to solve unstructured and ill-defined problems they encounter during a project.  
An individual’s information-seeking behavior is driven by a need for a particular type of 
information; yet the characteristics of the context, the individual, and the information source 
affect one’ decisions to seek information (Morrison, 2002). Situational characteristics such as 
ambiguity and change motivate information-seeking behavior (Berger & Calabrese, 1975; 
Brashers, 2001; Kuhlthau, 1991). In newcomer socialization research, employee proactively 
sought information to gain control over uncertain job situations (see Ashford & Black, 1992, 
1996). When viewed from a proactive behavior perspective, autonomy is also an important 
situational factor that could motivate information-seeking behavior (see Grant & Ashford, 2008). 
As for individual characteristics, factors such as tolerance for ambiguity (Ashford & 
Cummings, 1983), self-esteem (Northcraft & Ashford, 1990), and self-efficacy (Brown, Ganesan, 
& Challagalla, 2001; Louis, 1980; Major & Kozlowski, 1990) were investigated as antecedents 
of information-seeking behavior. Although self-efficacy received much scholarly attention, its 
impact on proactive information-seeking behavior is inconsistent (see Brown, Ganesan, & 
Challagalla, 2001; Major & Kozlowski, 1997). Role breadth self-efficacy, one’s confidence in 
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taking a broader set of tasks, is a well-established antecedent of proactive behavior (Parker, 
1998), and may be more consistent in predicting proactive information-seeking behavior. 
Finally, source characteristics such as knowledge (Borgatti & Cross, 2003), accessibility 
(Pinelli, 1991; Quigley, Peck, Rutter, & Williams, 2002), and trustworthiness (Giffin, 1967; 
Leckie, Pettigrew, & Sylvain, 1996) were found to affect one’s decision to approach another 
person for information. In particular, trustworthiness encompasses one’s belief that the person 
will provide accurate information and will also be socially reliable (Lecki, Pettigrew, & Sylvain, 
1996), thereby alleviating perception of costs in seeking information. Huang (2012) found that 
trust in one’s immediate supervisor evokes more feedback-seeking behavior on the part of the 
employee. Similarly, Lee and colleagues (2007) found that source credibility, which includes 
trustworthiness as a subcomponent, affected employees’ preference for using direct strategies for 
seeking feedback.  
Work engagement is a positive, motivational, work-related state of fulfillment (Schaufeli 
& Salanova, 2007) and is a primary attribute of employees who successfully deal with job 
demands and maintain a healthy relationship with their job as a result. The major theory on work 
engagement suggests employees can maintain high work engagement despite high levels of job 
demands if employees are granted with sufficient job resources (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; 
Bakker et al., 2003). Job resource refers to the physical, social, and organizational aspects of a 
job that reduce job demands and assist employees in achieving their goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 
2008). Job resources could be located at multiple levels, including organizational level, 
interpersonal and social relations, and the organization of work and the tasks (Bakker, Hakanen, 
Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007). Examples of job resource include performance feedback, 
autonomy, and social support from colleagues and supervisors. 
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Although project management has gained a great amount of attention in both academia 
and business organizations, relatively little is known about the role of project managers and 
employees’ motivations to assume and stay in the role (Hölzle, 2010). Many commentators 
attribute high mobility and career discontinuity of project managers to pressure and stress 
associated with high levels of job demand (Bredin & Söderlund, 2012; Haynes & Love, 2003; 
Lindgren & Packendorff, 2009). Yet this assumption has not been empirically tested in prior 
studies. More importantly, little is known about whether employees who actively and 
successfully cope with job demand desires to stay in the project management role.  
As described, proactive information-seeking behavior and work engagement are pertinent 
factors that describe employees’ active and successful coping with job demands associated with 
the project management role. The literature on the two factors converges in that high job 
autonomy, coworker trust, and role breadth self-efficacy may be important ingredients for 
successful project management performance. Furthermore, there may be an association between 
the employees’ active and successful coping, indicated by information-seeking behavior and 
work engagement, and their intent to stay in the project management role in the future.  
If project management role is becoming more important for organizational success, and if 
there is little understanding of the conditions that contribute to successful role performance of 
employees in the project management role, and its relationship with their intent to stay in the role, 
then these relationships need to be examined.  
In sum, the purpose of this study is to investigate the relationships among two job context 
factors (coworker trust and job autonomy), one individual characteristic (role breadth self-
efficacy), information-seeking behavior, work engagement, and future role intent among 
employees who have project management responsibilities.  
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Research Hypotheses 
The research questions that guide this study are as follows:  
H1: The extent of information-seeking behavior will vary across project phases. 
H2a: Coworker trust will be positively associated with information-seeking behavior.  
H2b: Job autonomy will be positively associated with information-seeking behavior.  
H2c: Role breadth self-efficacy will be positively associated with information-seeking 
behavior. 
H3a: Coworker trust will be positively associated with work engagement.  
H3b: Job autonomy will be positively associated with work engagement.  
H3c: Role breadth self-efficacy will be positively associated with work engagement.  
H4a: Role breadth self-efficacy will moderate the influence of coworker trust and job 
autonomy on information-seeking behavior.  
H4b: Role breadth self-efficacy will moderate the influence of coworker trust and job 
autonomy on work engagement.  
H5a: Information-seeking behavior will be positively associated with future role intent. 
H5b: Work engagement will be positively associated with future role intent. 
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Definition of Terms 
The key terms used in this study are defined as follows:  
Coworker trust. Coworker trust is characterized in this study as an individual’s level of 
trust toward his or her workplace colleagues based on their dedication and professionalism 
toward work(cognition-based trust) and mutual care and concern (affect-based trust) (McAllister, 
1995; Schwaer, Biemann, & Voelpel, 2012).  
 Information. Information is defined in this study as organized sets of data 
encompassing static facts as well as highly contextualized data that can readily be applied to 
one’s job situation. The distinction between knowledge and information is that knowledge is an 
actual application of information to achieve a purpose, such as understanding an event or solving 
a problem (De Greene, 1982). 
Information-seeking behavior. Information-seeking behavior is defined as the 
“purposive acquisition of information from selected information carriers such as messages, 
sources, and channels” (Johnson, Donohue, Atkin, & Johnson, 1995, p. 275). In this study, 
information-seeking behavior is characterized as employees’ proactive, goal-directed behavior to 
obtain relevant information from organizational members such as supervisors, peers, and 
subordinates. Employees seek such information in order to meet job demands in their work.     
Job autonomy. Job autonomy is defined as “the degree to which the job provides 
substantial freedom, independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling the work and in 
determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out” (Hackman & Oldham, 1975, p. 162).  
Proactive behavior. Proactive behavior represents an active approach toward work—
“taking initiative in improving current circumstances or creating new ones; it involves 
challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to present conditions” (Crant, 2000, p. 
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436). Proactive behavior involves anticipating problems and opportunities, and then acting upon 
them (Frese & Fay, 2001).  
Project management role. A role of project management can be assumed by any 
employees as part of their job. The main responsibility associated with the project management 
role is to lead the project team and ensure that the desired outcome is delivered on time, within 
budget, and to scope in order to meet the requests of external or internal clients. 
Project management responsibilities. Project management responsibilities include 
traditional project management tasks such as: defining the requirements of work, establishing the 
extent of work, allocating required resources, planning the execution of the work, monitoring the 
progress of the work, and adjusting deviations from the plan (Munns & Bjeirmi, 1996). In 
addition, project management responsibilities include managing relationships as well as 
communications among project stakeholders, and identifying and addressing unexpected 
problems.  
Future role intent. Future role intent is a context-specific variable designed to predict 
employees’ intended behavior regarding their future project management role. Future role intent 
is defined as an individual’s desire to continue to serve in his or her current role and to take on 
more responsibilities in the future.  
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Significance of the Study 
This study contributes to the theory and practice of human resource development (HRD) 
by adding new knowledge about behaviors and attitudes of the employees in project management 
roles. The project managers are knowledge workers who define both the work outcomes and the 
processes to achieve the goals, while at the same time adjusting themselves to changes in the job 
environment on an ongoing basis.  
This study develops and tests an integrative model that considers job context and 
individual conditions that are likely to impact the project managers’ information-seeking 
behaviors, their work engagement, and, ultimately, their future role intent. Prior research on 
project managers mainly focused on job stressors and coping strategies that help alleviate the 
negative effects of stress on performance and psychological well-being; however, it did not 
consider the organizational and individual characteristics that would assist those employees to 
better cope with the job demands that create stress. In addition, little research has been done 
about employees’ motivations to assume and stay in the project management role (Hölzle, 2010).  
Drawing from the literature on proactive information-seeking behavior and work 
engagement, and proactive behavior theory, this study aims to gain additional knowledge about 
the he concept of future role intent builds upon recent career theories and provides a snapshot of 
employees’ view of their project management roles in relation to their future career planning.  
Results from this study contribute to HRD theory by describing the relationships among 
job context factors and individual characteristics that could assist the project managers to 
successfully cope with complex job demands while remaining engaged with their work and their 
organization. For HRD practitioners, these findings may provide implications for designing 
training programs or organizational change interventions that support the performance of the 
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project managers in a dynamic and uncertain task environment. Given that a growing number of 
employees are engaged in managing projects across various types of firms, the knowledge 
provided by this study could be of value to the many organizations that strive to motivate, 
engage, and retain the project managers in order to achieve sustainable organizational 
effectiveness.  
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 Chapter 2 
Literature Review 
This chapter is organized into six sections. The first section introduces project manager 
as a role and highlights the major characteristics of the project context. The second section 
reviews definitions, theoretical perspectives, and empirical research of the variables in this study. 
In particular, the relevance of the proactive behavior theory for studying project managers’ 
information-seeking behavior is discussed. The third section summarizes the literature on work 
engagement in relation to this study. The fourth section presents the literature on coworker trust, 
job autonomy, and role breadth self-efficacy. The fifth section discusses the paradigm shift in 
career planning and describes the concept of future role intent. The final section provides a 
conceptual framework and research hypotheses for this study.   
Project Management Role 
This section focuses on the characteristics of project management as a role. It defines the 
role of project manager, describes the major characteristics of project work, explains the 
responsibilities associated with the project management role, and highlights past research on 
project managers’ information-seeking behavior.  
 Definitions: project, project management, and project manager role  
What is a project manager role? The project management role can be differentiated from 
the terms project and project management. A project is a temporary endeavor with a defined 
beginning and end, undertaken by a group of people to achieve unique goals within a limited 
time, budget, and scope (Chatfield & Johnson, 2007; Munns & Bjeirmi, 1996). On the other hand, 
project management is defined as “the process of controlling the achievement of the project 
objectives” (Munns & Bjeirmi, 1996, p. 81). It is “the art of directing and coordinating human 
and material resources through-out the life of a project by using modem management techniques 
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to achieve predetermined objectives of scope, cost, time, quality, and participant satisfaction” 
(PMI Standards Committee, 1987, p. 41).  
While the concept of project and project management is focused on the organization of 
tasks and technologies, the project management role, as defined in this study, focuses on people 
who carry out a set of tasks and functions related to projects and project management. The 
employees in project management role lead a project from beginning to an end and carry out 
project management activities to ensure that the required product, service, or results are delivered 
within scope, on time, and within budget. Major project management activities include: (1) 
defining the requirements of work, and establishing the extent of work, (2) allocating required 
resources, (3) planning the execution of the work, (4) monitoring the progress of the work, and 
(5) adjusting deviations from the plan (Munns & Bjeirmi, 1996). As reflected in Project 
Management Institute (PMI)’s definition of project management (PMI, 2004, p. 8), employees in 
project management roles apply knowledge, skills, tools, and techniques to project activities to 
meet project requirements.  
While the term project manager and employees in project management roles can be used 
interchangeably, it is important to acknowledge that the project management role covers a 
broader range of work settings than the term project manager does.  
The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics also does not classify project manager as an 
occupation (Divincenzo, 2006). In organizations, employees assume the project management 
role with varying degrees. For some employees, project management is the primary 
responsibility which they spend the majority of their working hours on. These employees are 
full-time project managers. For many other employees, project management could be a 
temporary assignment or a function they take on as part of their work (e.g., quality circles). 
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Despite the variation in the degree of involvement, these employees with they are in common in 
that they fulfill the role of managing projects by engaging in activities aimed at a particular 
purpose. 
In sum, project is a system of tasks, project management is the process for controlling 
those tasks, and the project management role is a set of responsibilities and activities assumed by 
employees to lead the project and make sure that the project goals are met within time, budget, 
and scope.  
 Characteristics of project work 
Project work is differentiated from more routine work in many regards. This study 
identifies project life cycle and uncertainty as the two fundamental characteristics that shape the 
context of project manager work.  
Project life cycle. Projects typically follow a series of phases, often called the project 
life cycle. One of the most accepted project life cycle frameworks consists of conceptualization, 
planning, and execution (Adams & Barnd, 1983; King & Cleland, 1988). Conceptualization 
occurs when management recognizes a need for a project, establishes preliminary goals and steps 
to reach those goals, and finds means to accomplish the goals. The planning stage involves 
establishing more detailed and formalized plans for accomplishing goals. In the execution stage, 
the actual project work is performed to turn resources into the desired project outcome.  
 The project life cycle has been considered an important topic in project management 
research. According to Pinto and Prescott’s (1988) observation, authors in project management 
have argued that the project life cycle should be included in any investigation examining 
organizational behavioral characteristics related to project management. For example, behavioral 
phenomena such as conflict management style (Thamhaim & Wilemon, 1975), leadership style 
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and behavioral climate (Adams & Barnd, 1983; Barndt, Larsen, & Ruppert, 1977) are found to 
change across the project life cycle. 
 The project life cycle also drives the kinds of activities the employees in project 
management roles carry out across the project phases. A model provided by the Project 
Management Body of Knowledge (PMBOK) lays out how the role of project manager may 
change across the project stages. The model delineates five stages of a project: (1) project 
initiation, (2) project planning, (3) project execution, (4) project monitoring and control, and (5) 
project closure. With the exception of the project initiation stage, the model shows the specific 
project management activities that project managers carry out at each stage. Table 2.1 lists 
various activities project managers engage in over the life of a project.  
Table 2.1  
Project Management Activities for Each Project Phase 
Project phase Project management activities 
Project initiation Selection of the best project given resource limits 
Recognizing the benefits of the project 
Preparation of the documents to sanction the project  
Assigning of the project manager 
Project planning  Definition of the work requirements 
Definition of the quality and quantity of work  
Definition of the resources needed 
Scheduling the activities 
Evaluation of the various risks 
Project execution Negotiating for the project team members 
Directing and managing work  
Working with team members to help them improve  
Project monitoring 
and control  
Tracking progress 
Comparing actual outcomes to predicted outcome 
Analyzing variances and impacts 
Making adjustments 
 
17 
Table 2.1 continued 
Project closure  Verifying that all of the work has been accomplished 
Contractual closure of the contract 
Financial closure of the charge numbers 
Administrative closure of the paperwork  
Note. Information from Turner, J. R. (1999). The handbook of project-based management (Vol. 
92). 
 
 Uncertainty in project work. Uncertainty has been identified as the crux of project 
work (Pich, Loch, & Meyer, 2000; Ward & Chapman, 2003). Uncertainty is broadly defined as 
the absence of complete information about the organizational phenomenon being studied (Argote, 
1982) and leading to an inability to predict it accurately (Milliken, 1987). In varying degrees, 
uncertainty exists in all projects. This is not a surprise given that projects are, by definition, 
designed to achieve unique goals (Munns & Bjeirmi, 1996). Thus, there are always novel 
elements in a project that require making decisions without fully knowing what kind of 
consequences those decisions may create.  
 Several scholars have attempted to explicate the areas of uncertainty that exist in project 
work. McCormack and Verganti (2003) propose that uncertainty in new product development 
projects comes from two sources: platform and market. Platform refers to the degree of 
uncertainty involved in the design work for the product, whereas market refers to uncertainty 
derived from ambiguity about customer desires for the product. On the other hand, Ward and 
Chapman (2001) identify five specific areas of uncertainty: (1) variability associated with 
estimates, (2) uncertainty about the basis of estimates, (3) uncertainty about design and logistics, 
(4) uncertainty about objectives and priorities, and (5) uncertainty about fundamental 
relationships among project parties. These categories show that uncertainty not only resides in 
the project itself, but also stems from the project environment or the broader organizational 
context. 
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 According to Ward and Chapman (2001), there is a linkage between uncertainty level 
and project life cycle. They argue that uncertainty in a project is most evident in the pre-
execution stage (Ward & Chapman, 2001). This implies that the level of uncertainty may 
gradually decrease over the stages of a project. This idea has intuitive appeal because as the 
specifics of a project are determined through the planning and execution phases, the unknowns in 
the project work and its environment will certainly decrease.  
 All in all, project work is characterized by project life cycle and uncertainty that exists in 
both project work and the project environment. Prior research suggests that uncertainty changes 
across the project phases and so do project managers’ activities. These characteristics are likely 
to affect the behaviors undertaken by project managers across the project phase. The next section 
discusses the roles and responsibilities of project managers in more detail.  
 Various responsibilities associated with the project management role 
 Typically, the role of project manager is defined by traditional project management tasks 
such as defining the project’s goal, creating a plan, monitoring progress, and closing out the 
project when it is done (Divincenzo, 2006). Apparently such explanation is not sufficient to 
describe the complexity associated with the project management role. Ultimately, project 
managers have the responsibility for successful completion of the project. To that end, they need 
to flexibly respond to changing situations in the project environment. Research on boundary-
spanning and unexpected problems exemplifies the complexities in the project manager’s roles 
and responsibilities.  
 The boundary-spanning role of a project manager is one of the frequently discussed 
topics in both academic and professional journals. Boundary-spanning involves managing 
relationships among project stakeholders, balancing the desires of client, sponsor, and team 
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members, as well as the goals of the project team and top management (McDonough & Leifer, 
1986; Thamhain, 2004). An example of the project manager’s boundary-spanning role is 
highlighted in McDonough and Leifer’s case study (1986). Their study found that successful 
product-development teams were led by project managers who could balance business goal 
orientation and research and development (R&D) culture throughout the project life cycle. This 
showed the important role of project managers in aligning a project team’s desires with top 
management’s expectations. 
 Dealing with unexpected problems is another concern for project managers. Project 
teams operate within a resource-constrained, political environment (Huber, 1999), and this 
creates a great level of uncertainty in the project environment. Due the volatility of the project 
environment, project teams experience unexpected problems that disrupt the stability of the 
project. For instance, project teams may experience changes in organizational priorities, 
withdrawal of resources, and competition across units for the same products, which could 
threaten the project team’s success. When problems occur during a project, team members rely 
on project managers to analyze the risks in advance and deal with the problem affecting the 
project and its goals (Gällstedt, 2003). Other studies also emphasize the project manager’s role in 
identifying inconsistencies, disagreements, misunderstandings, and negative results in project 
teams and mending them to avert project collapse (London, Sobel-Lojeski, & Reilly, 2011; 
Thomas & Bendoly, 2009; Thomas & Bostrom, 2008). 
 Overall, a great level of flexibility and adaptability is required for project managers to 
successfully fulfill their project management responsibilities. Taken together, those roles indicate 
that project managers are active agents who respond to changes in the environment in which they 
work (Haynes & Love, 2004).  
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 Several studies focusing on project managers investigate project managers’ work 
conditions and their coping strategies in dealing with complex job demands. In this stream of 
research, the project manager role is characterized as a high-stress job due to complex job 
demands. The examples of job demands (stressors) that have been considered include: competing 
job demands (completing a project on time and within budget, to stakeholder satisfaction while 
meeting quality standards), learning new technology, boundary-spanning, role conflict, 
increasing workload, and uncertainty (Haynes & Love, 2004; Lysonski, 1989). Individuals 
should be able to cope with these job demands by constantly adjusting their cognitive and 
behavior efforts to meet or manage uncertainty (Gällstedt, 2003).  
 Two types of coping strategy–problem-focused and emotion-focused–have been studied 
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). Problem-focused coping concerns the use of strategies such as 
decision-making or problem solving, while emotion-focused coping involves obtaining social 
support from peers. A study by Haynes and Love (2004) found that problem-focused coping had 
better outcomes in terms of reducing the anxiety and depression of project managers than did 
emotion-focused coping. This result suggests that making progress with or completing the work 
in projects is a key for project managers to relieve job stress.  
 Several suggestions have been made about project manager’s job stress, as well as 
organizational strategies for reducing job stress. For instance, in qualitative studies by Gällstedt 
(2003)’s and by Richmond and Skitmore (2006), project managers reported that the pressure 
from work varied across the project life cycle, with the beginning and end of projects as the most 
demanding periods. Richmond and Skitmore (2006) posit that granting project managers access 
to past project records would help relieve uncertainty. In addition, in their study, a lack of control 
over resources was the most prevalent stressor for IT project managers. Based on this result, they 
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suggest that it would be beneficial for project managers to have greater discretion and authority 
over their staff members.  
 Past research on information seeking and project managers 
Information is a critical resource for project managers. Due to project managers’ role to 
deal with ambiguity and uncertainty, they need various types of knowledge related to their 
projects. According to Conroy and Soltan (1998), project-created knowledge can be classified 
into three general categories: (1) technical knowledge, (2) project management knowledge, and 
(3) project-related knowledge. Technical knowledge relates to techniques, technologies, work 
processes and costs involved in discipline-specific issues of the project. Project management 
knowledge relates to the methods and procedures required for managing the implementation of 
projects. Finally, project-related knowledge refers to knowledge about the customer and other 
people or entities that are of significance for the future business of the company. 
However, employees lack the time to search for relevant information (Conklin, 1996). 
Studies have highlighted employees’ preference for, and the advantages of, seeking information 
from colleagues (see Cross & Sproull, 2004; Hirsh, 2000). For instance, engineers find that using 
informal networks takes less effort to find needed information than using formal information 
seeking mechanisms, and informal networks provide the most relevant, context-specific 
information irrespective of differences in the organizational context or tools (Anderson, 
Glassman, McAfee, & Pinelli, 2001; Brown & Duguid, 1991).Furthermore, Cross and Sproull 
(2004) argue that seeking information from colleagues leads to more than merely obtaining 
information. During the information seeking process, individuals also engage in problem solving 
that results in actionable knowledge—the correct solution that enables immediate progress in the 
current assignment. Project managers seek information to deal with unstructured and ill-defined 
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problems that occur during the project cycle. Their study found that during the process of 
information seeking, individuals not only obtained direct solutions, but also other valuable assets 
such as referrals, problem reformulation, validation, and legitimization. In sum, theoretical and 
anecdotal evidence highlights information-seeking behavior as an essential strategy for project 
managers to deal with complex job demands.  
Information-seeking Behavior 
 This section discusses definitions and theoretical perspectives of information-seeking 
behavior, focusing on proactive behavior theory. Past empirical research is also explored.  
 Definitions 
Information-seeking behavior is defined as the “purposive acquisition of information 
from selected information carriers such as messages, sources, and channels” (Johnson, Donohue, 
Atkin, & Johnson, 1995, p. 275). By definition, the source of information can encompass both 
human and nonhuman sources such as systems and documents, yet information seeking research 
has mainly focused on the person-oriented search (Case, 2012).  
The context of information seeking is an important element for understanding 
information-seeking behavior. It affects the purpose for which information is sought, the criteria 
by which the effectiveness of information seeking is judged, and the shape of information-
seeking behavior (Ford, 2004). Information-seeking behavior in the organizational context is 
viewed as a purposeful employee behavior to secure information needed to fulfill various roles 
and demands (Leckie et al., 1996). The premise is that as a result of information seeking, 
employees can gather information necessary to meet work-related requirements, such as 
providing a service or product, completing paperwork, or achieving professional goals (Lecki et 
al., 1996). Information-seeking behavior in the context of managerial work is distinguished by 
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the need to solve immediate problems (Case, 2012). That is, managers are in pursuit of reliable 
and accessible information that will lead to decision making and action. Choo (1993)’s study 
illustrates that managers who perceive higher uncertainty in the environment exhibit greater 
“environmental scanning,” a strategy that shapes the managers’ needs, uses, and seeking of 
information.  
In this study, information-seeking behavior is characterized as an essential strategy for 
employees to obtain necessary information from organizational members for the purpose of 
coping with changing job demands.   
 Theoretical perspectives on information-seeking behavior  
Research on information-seeking behaviors in management literature has viewed 
information-seeking behavior as an important strategy through which employees can cope with 
ambiguity and uncertainty in their work context (Morrison, 2002). Depending on the nature of 
the specific organizational context, however, researchers applied additional assumptions to 
further explain employees’ motivation for information-seeking behavior. Morrison (2002) points 
out that there are prevention-focused (uncertainty reduction) or promotion-focused (proactive 
behavior) information seeking motivations, and that adopting one or the other would determine 
the factors that exert salient influence on an individual’s information-seeking behavior.  
Information-seeking behavior has been studied in various disciplines such as 
communication, library and information science, and organizational behavior. As a result, there 
are multiple theoretical perspectives on information-seeking behavior. Three perspectives--the 
cost-benefit model, uncertainty reduction theory, and proactive behavior theory--are identified as 
the dominant theories pertinent to this study. The core ideas, theoretical contributions, and 
limitations of each model are discussed here.  
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The cost-benefit model. Morrison (2002) developed a seminal model that explains an 
individual’s information seeking process in organizational settings. The major assumption of this 
model is that an individual’s information seeking is subjective. Although particular situational 
conditions give rise to information needs, an individual’s perceived need for information alone is 
not a sufficient condition for the actual information-seeking behavior. Individuals weigh the 
costs and benefits associated with seeking information from others. For instance, seeking 
information from others could entail psychological costs (loss in self-esteem, burden to 
reciprocate the help), social cost (damage to one’s public image, embarrassment), and effort cost 
(time and effort). On the other hand, the benefits of seeking information include acquisition of 
resources, learning, advancement, and a sense of control over work, as well as general success in 
the project. It is further suggested that individuals’ assessment of the costs and benefits of 
engaging in information-seeking behavior governs subsequent information seeking decisions, 
such as selection of information sources and tactics to be used for seeking information.  
Although the cost-benefit model provides as a foundation for understanding the 
cognitive process of an individual’s information seeking process, it does not explain why certain 
information seeking outcomes are perceived as benefits to individuals in a certain context. In 
order to understand why employees value certain outcomes over others, we need to know why he 
or she sought information in the first place, or their motivations for seeking information. 
Morrison (2002) further stresses that depending on motivation, the context factors and individual 
factors that exert salient influence on an individual’s information seeking process will vary. 
There are two types of information seeking motivations: prevention-focused (uncertainty 
reduction) or promotion-focused (proactive behavior), which will be discussed in the following.     
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Uncertainty reduction theory. The premise of uncertainty reduction theory is that 
uncertainty, which stems from lack of understanding or a gap in meaning, causes anxiety, stress, 
or lack of confidence (Kuhlthau, 1991). To alleviate this uncertainty or anxiety, individuals are 
motivated to seek information (Berger & Calabrese, 1975). Brashers (2001) has portrayed 
information seeking as one of several strategies that one may use to “manage uncertainty” in 
one’s environment.  
The major contribution of uncertainty reduction theory is that it explains why people 
seek information. The idea of uncertainty reduction has had wide appeal and has been adopted by 
information science and organizational behavior researchers in building theories for information 
seeking in organizational settings. However, the limitation of this perspective comes from the 
fact that it views information seeking as merely a reaction to the context.  
Proactive behavior theory. Proactive behavior refers to “taking initiative in improving 
current circumstances or creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than 
passively adapting to present conditions” (Crant, 2000, p. 436). It encompasses a wide variety of 
employee behaviors including personal initiative, taking charge, proactive feedback seeking, 
issue selling, innovation, and coping with stress. Based on the proactive behavior perspective, 
uncertainty may trigger employee action but the goal is to change the situation to the desired 
state rather than to avoid anxiety or discomfort created by the situation. Consequently, under this 
perspective, information-seeking behavior is a purposeful employee action to achieve a desired 
goal by obtaining relevant information from others. In this regard, proactive information-seeking 
behavior relates to gaining control over and adapting to uncertain or new job situations, which 
result in outcomes such as enhanced job performance, job satisfaction, task mastery and social 
integration (Ashford & Black, 1992, 1996).  
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In sum, the cost-benefit model is the overarching theory that describes the cognitive 
process while an individual seeks information from others. Uncertainty reduction and proactive 
behavior theories provide different explanations as to why individuals are motivated to seek 
information in organizational settings. The major reasons why the proactive behavior perspective 
is pertinent for the context of this study will be discussed in the following section.  
 The relevance of proactive behavior theory for studying project managers 
 This study adopts proactive behavior theory as the primary theoretical framework for 
understanding information-seeking behavior among employees who assume project management 
responsibilities. A key reason why the proactive behavior perspective is relevant to the study of 
project managers’ information-seeking behavior is in the nature of the job demands for the 
project management role and the role of information seeking in meeting those demands.  
 Project managers are likely to experience uncertainty over many different facets of 
project management work. Unlike routine work that has relatively clear boundaries and defined 
work procedures, project work involves uncertainty in the goals, processes, and outcomes 
(MacCormack & Verganti, 2003; Ward & Chapman, 2003). Studies of job stress and coping of 
project managers illustrate challenging job situations resulting from uncertainty in the project 
management work (Gällstedt, 2003a; Haynes & Love, 2004; Richmond & Skitmore, 2006). For 
instance, a project may involve a new or unknown technology that obstructs the progress of 
product development. In addition, the discrepancy between the client and the project managers’ 
perception of project success may create conflict. Furthermore, unexpected changes in project 
resources, staffing, and organizational priorities may provoke changes to goals and task 
boundaries. Uncertainty manifests itself in changing job demands, which project managers 
should cope with in order to successfully steer the project to success.  
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 The dynamic nature of the project environment points to a crucial need for information 
for project managers. To successfully adapt to the changes in the project environment, project 
managers need to interpret and organize their experiences and determine actions that will 
minimize deviations and keep the project on track. Securing adequate information is a central 
consideration in successful adaptation for project managers because the quality of decisions they 
make relies upon the information they are given or obtain about that particular project situation. 
 Cross and Sproull’s study (2004) shows that project managers sought information from 
colleagues to not only to identify immediate solutions to a problem but also to reformulate 
problems, find other information sources, and validate and legitimize the solutions they had 
developed. These various types of actionable knowledge enabled project managers to make 
immediate progress on the task at hand. In such regard, gathering information is a type of 
problem-focused coping aimed at managing or solving problems that obstruct the goals (Haynes 
& Love, 2004).    
 Yet the purpose of seeking information may not be confined to solving problems that are 
already in place but may include anticipating and preparing for problems that may occur in the 
future. For instance, project managers may seek information to set realistic project goals and 
processes. As part of risk management, information could be used to identify project risks in 
advance and establish strategies to deal with it. Because project managers are active agents, and 
information is necessary in all aspects of project management activities, it is possible to conclude 
that information-seeking behavior is a critical strategy for project manager to exert influence and 
drive the project situations in a desired direction. All in all, information seeking is an essential 
strategy for project managers to achieve project goals in the midst of changing job demands. 
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 Proactivity is as a dynamic process can be applied to any employee behavior that 
involves anticipation, preparation, and action directed toward future impact (Frese & Fay, 2001; 
Grant & Ashford, 2008). Proactive behavior theory acknowledges uncertainty as a critical 
element of today’s work environment; however, it emphasizes an active role of employees in 
changing the environment through seeking information (see Grant & Ashford, 2008). Given the 
project managers’ active response to changing job demands and a strong commitment to 
achieving project goals, this study argues that the underlying motivation of project managers’ 
information seeking is proactive in nature. As discussed earlier, project management activities 
reflect the core ideas of proactive behavior: project managers desire to create impact on changing 
job situations by understanding the situations and developing solutions for the problems they 
encounter. Indeed, central to this process is information-seeking behavior.  
 Based on past research on project managers and the relevance of proactive behavior 
theory in explaining project manager’s jobs, this study proposes that their motivation for 
information-seeking behavior can be effectively understood by adopting the proactive behaviors 
perspective. Consequently, in this study, information-seeking behavior is characterized as an 
active, goal-directed effort to obtain relevant information to cope with changing job demands in 
the project environment. 
 Empirical research on information-seeking behavior  
 Empirical studies on information seeking in organizational settings have focused on 
identifying various factors that exert influence at different stages of an individual’s information 
seeking process. The cost-benefit assumption has had a strong presence in explaining an 
individual’s decisions to seek information as well as to locate sources and methods to seek 
information. Outcomes of information-seeking behavior have also drawn the scholarly interest of 
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those researchers focusing on feedback-seeking and newcomer information seeking contexts. 
Relevant literature on measures, antecedents, and outcomes of information-seeking behavior is 
discussed in the following.  
 Measures. To discover the relationship between information-seeking behavior and other 
variables, researchers have measured several dimensions of information-seeking behavior. 
Information seeking frequency, the number of times a person seeks information, has been the 
primary measure in information seeking research. Information sources are also often used as a 
measure for describing information seeking patterns. Human sources such as supervisors, 
colleagues, and subordinates are generally considered information sources in organizational 
settings. The series of decisions individuals make during the information seeking process have 
been explained using the cost-benefit model.   
 Antecedents. The antecedents of information-seeking behavior that have been addressed 
in the empirical research exist mainly in three domains: organizational context factors, individual 
characteristics, and source characteristics.  
 Organizational context factors studied in past research center mainly on job 
characteristics. For instance, task complexity is found to be associated with an increased level of 
information seeking, as well as with a number of information types and sources (Byström & 
Järvelin, 1995; Vakkari & Kuokkanen, 1997). Uncertainty as a task characteristic has been found 
to result in increased levels of information seeking, as well as a reliance on verbal 
communication (Anderson et al., 2001; Randolph, 1978). Other factors that have been 
investigated include contingency uncertainty and role ambiguity (Ashford & Cummings, 1985). 
Many of the factors investigated are those that increase the overall need for information. 
Relatively less attention has been given to job context factors that affect one’s perception of the 
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costs associated with information seeking. In Morrison’s (2002) review, norms and evaluation 
criteria are suggested to affect information-seeking behavior. Yet few job context variables have 
received consistent empirical support for influencing information-seeking behavior across 
various organizational contexts.  
 Prior research has shown that several individual differences affect information-seeking 
behavior. For instance, tolerance for ambiguity received ample empirical support as an 
antecedent of information seeking in both newcomer information seeking and feedback-seeking 
contexts (Ashford & Cummings, 1985; Bennett, Herold, & Ashford, 1990; Miller & Jablin, 1991; 
Morrison, 2002). Tolerance for ambiguity measures the extent to which a person feels threatened 
by ambiguous situations (Ashford & Cummings, 1983). Employees with high tolerance for 
ambiguity are likely to seek less amount of information compared to employees with low 
tolerance in the same environment. In addition, self-esteem has been found to be positively 
associated with feedback-seeking behavior. Individuals with low self-esteem tend to seek 
feedback less in order to protect their self-esteem (Northcraft & Ashford, 1990). Moreover, self-
efficacy is generally considered to have a negative effect on proactive information-seeking 
behavior (Louis, 1980; Major & Kozlowski, 1997; Northcraft & Ashford, 1990; Ostroff & 
Kozlowski, 1993). That is because individuals with high self-efficacy, because of their prior 
success and confidence, tend to rely on their own resources when encountering new 
circumstances or problems (Major & Kozlowski, 1997). 
 Results from empirical studies indicate that individual characteristics make a difference 
in employees’ information-seeking behavior. After all, it is the individual’s perception that 
matters. Because individual characteristics affect how each individual perceives things, it is 
important to understand the effect of individual differences in studying information-seeking 
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behavior. A caution needs to be taken, however, because individual characteristics in previous 
studies were chosen for context-specific reasons. It would be critical to explore other individual 
characteristics that come into play when individuals seek job-related information in an uncertain 
job environment.      
 Different characteristics of information sources or those persons being sought for 
information also affect information-seeking behavior. Empirical studies suggest that source 
characteristics such as familiarity, prior success (Lecki et al., 1996), trustworthiness (Giffin, 
1967; Leckie et al., 1996), and accessibility (Pinelli, 1991; Quigley et al., 2002) affect one’s 
selection of information sources.  
 Among various source characteristic, trustworthiness deserves a particular attention. 
Prior research shows that trustworthiness affects information seeking in two aspects. On one 
hand, trust can be defined as one’s willingness to be vulnerable to the action of another person 
(Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995). Thus, if an individual trusts someone, it may alleviate his 
or her perception of interpersonal cost (that is, loosing face or embarrassment). Huang (2012) 
found empirical evidence that trust in one’s immediate supervisor could evoke more feedback-
seeking behavior on the part of the employee.  
 On the other hand, the factors related to one’s trust in another person’s competence or 
knowledge also lead to increased levels of information seeking. For instance, Borgatti and Cross 
(2003) found that one’s knowledge about what another person knows significantly increased the 
probability of an individual seeking information from that particular individual. Similarly, Lee 
and colleagues (2007) found that source credibility, which includes trustworthiness as a 
subcomponent, affected employees’ preference for using direct strategies for seeking feedback. 
The perception that the information source will provide relevant information reduces the effort 
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cost associated with information seeking (Ashford & Cummings, 1985; Ashford, 1986). These 
findings suggest that an individual’s trust in another person’s care and competency positively 
impacts information-seeking behavior by reducing the costs associated with seeking information 
for that particular individual.  
 Research on source characteristics has strictly focused on the individual level. However, 
one’s global perception of a group of colleagues within the team or department may also affect 
information-seeking behavior. The context of information-seeking behavior concerns the nature 
and boundaries of the environment in which information is sought and received (Ford, 2004). 
More research is needed to assess the source characteristics of one’s job context that shape 
employee information-seeking behavior.  
Outcomes. According to Morrison (2002), information-seeking behavior results in both 
short-term and long-term outcomes. The short-term outcomes include a decrease in uncertainty, 
an increase in knowledge, and social effects (for example, embarrassment) that occur 
immediately after the receipt of information. As these outcomes accumulate over time, 
information seeking can result in long-term outcomes such as an employee’s attitude about his or 
her job, attitude about herself or himself, and the employee’s actual performance (Morrison, 
2002).  
Job attitudes have received particular attention in newcomer information seeking 
research. The assumption is that new hires are likely to experience considerably high levels of 
role-related and career uncertainty, and information seeking helps them to adapt to the new work 
environment. Employee outcomes such as job satisfaction, job commitment, and intention to 
remain in the organization are considered indicators of successful adaptation resulting from 
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information seeking (Morrison, 1993; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Saks & Ashforth, 1997; 
Wanberg & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2000).  
Past research on job attitudes has been confined to the contexts of newcomer 
socialization. However, given that information seeking is our most fundamental method for 
coping with our environment and adapting to newness or uncertainty, there is a high likelihood 
that the link between job attitude and information-seeking behavior would also hold in other job 
contexts where employees are required to be adaptable. Furthermore, there is little information 
regarding the impact of information seeking on employees’ job decisions. Morrison (2002) 
suggests that individuals can be very proactive in managing their performance and their career 
through information seeking. Few empirical studies exist, however, on the impact of employees’ 
job-related information seeking on their job attitudes and their decisions about their job.  
 This section has summarized the definitions, theories, and empirical studies of 
information-seeking behavior. Based on the preceding review of literature, it has been argued 
that the cost-benefit model and the proactive behavior perspective are both pertinent for studying 
information-seeking behavior of the employees in project management roles. The gaps in 
literature regarding the antecedents and outcomes of information seeking have also been 
discussed.  
Work Engagement 
 Definition  
 Work engagement is defined as a positive, motivational, work-related state of fulfillment, 
characterized by three major dimensions: vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor refers to high 
levels of energy and mental resilience while working. Dedication concerns being strongly 
involved in one’s work and experiencing a sense of signiﬁcance, enthusiasm, and challenge. 
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Absorption is characterized by being fully focused and happily engrossed in one’s work such that 
time seems to pass quickly and one has difﬁculty detaching oneself from work (Schaufeli, 
Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). All in all, work engagement represents the state of 
mind of an individual who is highly involved in his or her work roles--physically, mentally, and 
cognitively.  
 Work engagement has drawn a great deal of interest from both scholars and practitioners 
(Wollard & Shuck, 2011). The popularity and prominence of work engagement stem from its 
impact on individual and organizational effectiveness. Empirical studies have documented the 
relationship between work engagement and important employee outcomes such as in-role and 
extra-role performance, leadership, customer loyalty, and financial returns (Bakker, Gierveld, & 
Rijswijk, 2006; Gierveld & Bakker, 2005; Salanova, Agut, & Peiro, 2005). 
 Work engagement is a quality that helps individuals derive benefits from stressful work 
(Britt, Adler, & Bartone, 2001). Central to the work engagement theory is the idea that job 
resources offset the negative effect of job demands on employees. The job demand – resource 
(JD-R) model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) suggests that job demands such as uncertainty, 
physical demands, and time pressure can lead to exhaustion. However, provided with enough job 
resources, employees are less likely to become burned out and are more likely to be engaged in 
their work. Engagement has also been defined as the opposite of burnout (Maslach, 2001).  
 Conditions affecting work engagement  
 According to the job demand-resource (JD-R) model, the three major drivers of work 
engagement are job demands, job resources, and personal resources. Job resources and personal 
resources contribute to keeping employees from burning out and helping them effectively deal 
with stress and strain caused by job demands.  
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 Job demand. High job demand is known to create psychological strains that erode work 
engagement and cause burnout among employees. Examples of high job demand include 
chronically difficult job demands, an imbalance between high demands and low resources, and 
the presence of conflict (for example, between people, between role demands, or between 
important values) (Schaufeli & Enzmann, 1998). Job demands can be classified as either 
quantitative job demands, such as work overload and time pressure, or qualitative job demands, 
that is, role conflict and role ambiguity (Maslach et el., 2001). Role conﬂict occurs when 
conﬂicting job demands must be met by an individual, whereas role ambiguity is caused by a 
paucity of relevant information, as well as a level of complexity and change in one’s work 
( Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964). Fichter and Cipolla (2010) investigated role 
conflict and role ambiguity experienced by financial advisors whose jobs were shifted from 
financial oversight to more “counselor-type” roles. Their study results suggest that role 
ambiguity is associated with burnout, where the employee’s sense of inefficacy (one dimension 
of burnout) exhibits the strongest relationship to burnout. Role stress (role conflict and role 
ambiguity) also exhibited a negative relationship with job satisfaction. 
 At a deeper conceptual level, one can argue that qualitative job demands, or the concepts 
of role conflict and role ambiguity, are closely related to uncertainty in one’s job environment. 
An employee is likely to experience role conflict when one’s work boundaries and 
responsibilities are uncertain, and she or he may experience role ambiguity when the job is 
complex and changing. Empirical studies show that uncertainty in many aspects of work life 
causes stress and results in burnout (Cordes & Dougherty, 1993;Lee & Ashforth, 1996; Sutton & 
Kahn, 1987). For instance, Ferris et al. (1996) found that uncertainty in decision-making 
processes and outcomes mediated the relationship between organizational politics and stress.  
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 Studies of project managers also identify job characteristics such as new technology, 
boundary spanning, role conflict, workload, and uncertainty as additional causes of stress 
(Haynes & Love, 2004; Lysonski et al., 1989). In Gällstedt’s(2003) study, project managers 
identified uncertainty as a source of pressure leading to long working hours for project managers. 
Job resource. Job resource refers to the physical, social, and organizational aspects of a 
job that reduce job demands and assist employees in achieving their goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 
2008). It has been suggested that job resources enhance work engagement by motivating workers 
both intrinsically and extrinsically (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). In a resourceful work 
environment, individuals are more likely to develop a willingness to dedicate their efforts and 
abilities to accomplish the work task (Meijman & Mulder, 1998). Types of job resources include 
autonomy, performance feedback, work tools, information, supervisory coaching, social support, 
and control over the job tasks.  
In particular, control, or decisional latitude, has also been emphasized in Karasek’s 
model of psychological well-being. According to Karasek 's (1979) demands-control model, 
control is important in reducing stress and strain. Studies have found that control plays a 
moderating role in the relationship between job demands (stressors) and job stress (Karasek, 
1979; Karazek & Theorell, 1990).  
 The link between job resources and work engagement has been consistently supported in 
empirical studies. Job resources such as social support from colleagues and supervisors, 
performance feedback, skill variety, autonomy, and learning opportunities are positively 
associated with work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007).
 Personal resource. Finally, personal resources, or positive self-evaluation, are found to 
predict work engagement. Personal resource is defined as an individual’s sense of ability to 
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successfully control and impact the environment (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003). 
Personal resources are thought to enable individuals to be resilient and have a stronger sense of 
control and influence over their environment. It has been consistently found that engaged 
workers have personal resources such as self-efficacy, organizational-based self-esteem, 
resilience, active coping style, and optimism (Bakker et al., 2006; Mauno, Kinnunen, & 
Ruokolainen, 2007). 
In sum, high job demands create strain and role stress that contribute to burnout. Yet job 
resources such as information and control, and personal resources such as active coping and self-
efficacy, help individuals cope with stressors and keep themselves engaged in their jobs.  
 Characteristics of engaged workers  
 Scholars have shown interest in identifying the distinctive characteristics of workers 
who are highly engaged in their jobs. It has been thought that engaged employees possess a sense 
of energetic and effective connection with their work activities, and also a positive self-
evaluation that they can successfully deal with the demands of their jobs (Schaufeli, Bakker, & 
Salanova, 2006). Engaged workers are characterized by a willingness to take personal initiative 
and to be self-directed which enables them to generate positive feedback and encouragement and 
helps them to extricate themselves from job situations that create strain (Van den Berg, Manias, 
& Burger, 2008).  
 Empirical evidence suggests that the presence of high levels of work engagement is 
found to enhance in-role job performance (Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010), innovation 
(Hakanen, Perhoniemi, & Toppinen-Tanner, 2008), creativity (Bakker et al., 2006), and to 
reduce turnover intention (Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Shuck, Reio, & 
Rocco, 2011).  
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 Bakker and Demerouti (2008) suggest that engaged workers perform better because they 
experience positive emotions (happiness, joy, and enthusiasm) and good health, possess an 
increased ability to mobilize resources, and are able to transfer engagement to others. In 
particular, engaged workers’ abilities to mobilize resources were evidenced in two longitudinal 
studies (Schaufeli, Bakker, & Van Rhenen, 2009; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & 
Schaufeli, 2007). These two studies revealed that employees who are currently engaged in their 
jobs are likely to have more job and personal resources in the future, which in turn fuel further 
work engagement. Bakker and Demerouti (2008) further explicate that engaged employees are 
most likely to initiate goal-directed behavior because they have the energy and motivation to do 
so, which not only brings about increased job performance but also leads to a better career 
development.  
 More recently, Bakker, Albrecht, and Leiter (2011) proposed that engaged workers craft 
their jobs in order to stay engaged in their jobs. Job crafting is defined as self-directed changes 
employees undertake in their specific work tasks, their relationships at work, and their cognitions 
about work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting takes on three forms: increasing one’s 
structural or social job resources, increasing one’s job demands/challenges, and decreasing one’s 
job demands (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). It has been suggested that engaged workers are 
more likely to proactively change their job demands and resources to both optimize their 
performance and improve their person-job fit and thus their work motivation (Bakker et al., 2011; 
Tims et al., 2012). This shows that engaged workers are not only capable of garnering resources 
to do their jobs well but also can adjust various dimensions of their jobs into the direction they 
desire.  
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 Proactive behavior and work engagement  
Proactive behavior is defined as “taking initiative in improving current circumstances or 
creating new ones; it involves challenging the status quo rather than passively adapting to present 
conditions” (Crant, 2000, p. 436). Grant and Ashford (2008) suggest that proactivity as a process 
can be applied to any set of actions through anticipating, planning, and striving to have an impact.  
The relationship between proactive behavior and work engagement is yet to be fully 
established. Central to the discussion is the nature of the relationship between the two constructs. 
The few empirical studies that examine the link between proactive behavior and work 
engagement show mixed results. In Salanova and Schaufeli’s(2008) study, work engagement 
was considered as a determinant of proactive behavior. In this cross-national study, work 
engagement was found to fully mediate the impact of job resources such as control, feedback, 
and task variety on proactive behavior. That is, increased job resources led to an increase in 
employees’ work engagement, which in turn resulted in proactive behavior.  
 On the other hand, researchers focusing on job crafting maintain that engaged workers 
craft their job in order to stay engaged in their job. Job crafting is a type of proactive behavior 
concerned with those changes employees may make in their job demands and job resources 
(Tims et al., 2012). Researchers focusing on job crafting maintain that engaged workers craft 
their jobs in order to stay engaged in their jobs. Bakker, Tims, and Derks (2012) found that 
employees with a proactive personality were most likely to make adjustments to their work 
environment (increase structural and social job resources, and increased job challenge), which 
predicted their work engagement and in-role performance. In this case, proactive behavior is an 
antecedent of work engagement.   
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Taken together, although proactive behavior and work engagement are highly related, it 
is difficult to establish a causal relationship between the two constructs. Several researchers have 
identified the relationship between work engagement and proactive behavior as dynamic (Bakker 
et al., 2012; Bakker et al., 2011). In other words, proactive behavior not only promotes work 
engagement but also work engagement in turn promotes proactive behavior. It may be that 
proactive behavior and work engagement are parallel mechanisms (one is behavioral and the 
other more cognitive-affective) that explain employees with high performance and psychological 
well-being. From an HRD standpoint, determining the organizational conditions that help initiate 
and maintain that virtuous cycle within their employees would be of utmost importance.  
Antecedents of Proactive Information-seeking Behavior and Work Engagement 
Included in this section are the three proposed antecedents of information-seeking 
behavior and work engagement for this study: coworker trust, job autonomy, and role breadth 
self-efficacy. This section also briefly introduces the theoretical bases for selecting these 
antecedents, and summarizes the relevant research on each variable.  
The antecedents in this study have been selected according to three theoretical bases. 
First, the cost-benefit model that undergirds information-seeking behavior research suggests that 
job context factors and individual factors that either increase the perceived benefits or decrease 
the perceived costs associated with information seeking are pertinent for this study. Second, 
according to Grant and Ashford’s (2008) integrative framework of proactivity, situational 
antecedents (accountability, ambiguity, and autonomy), personal traits (self-monitoring, 
conscientiousness, openness, and core self-evaluation), and a psychological mechanism 
(motivation) all increase the likelihood of proactive behavior. Finally, the theory of work 
engagement suggests that job resources (control, information, and social support) and personal 
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resources (self-efficacy, organizational-based self-esteem, and optimism) contribute to 
employees’ work engagement even in the face of job demands.  
     Coworker trust 
Coworker trust is a feeling of trustworthiness an individual has toward his or her 
relationship with colleagues. Trust in general is a fundamental condition for cooperation among 
groups or individuals (Goh, 2002). McAllister (1995) separated interpersonal trust into two main 
components—cognition-based trust and affect-based trust. Cognition-based trust captures one’s 
confidence in other people’s competence and dedication to their jobs, whereas affect-based trust 
has to do with one’s emotional reliance on others – a connection that is created based on the 
feeling of concern for others. 
Indirect evidence suggests that trust in coworkers increases an employee’s information-
seeking behavior. Huang’s (2012) study found support that trust in an immediate supervisor is 
associated with subordinates’ proactive feedback-seeking behavior. Feedback seeking was 
conceptualized as a risk-taking behavior accompanied by costs. In addition, employees’ 
perceptions of psychological safety, that is, an individual’s perception that the interpersonal 
atmosphere is safe for taking risks, was found to relate to learning behaviors, including feedback-
seeking and information-seeking behaviors within the team (Edmondson, 1999). Central to this 
notion is the perception of mutual care and consideration, which is equivalent to affect-based 
trust. Another relevant definition of trust is one’s willingness to be vulnerable to the action of 
another person (Mayer et al., 1995). When a person is willing to be vulnerable to others, he or 
she perceives less interpersonal cost (face loss) for seeking information from others. This notion 
is supported by several studies that found coworker trust exerting a positive influence on risk-
taking behavior (Costigan, Iiter, & Berman, 1998; Mayer et al., 1995). 
42 
 There is also some indirect empirical support for cognitive-based trust in coworkers, that 
is, trust in coworkers’ competency and dependability, in promoting information-seeking behavior. 
As previously discussed, the credibility of a target information source has been found to increase 
the likelihood of seeking information from that person. For instance, Borgatti and Cross (2003) 
found that one’s knowledge about what another person knows significantly increased the 
probability that one would seek information from that particular individual. Similarly, Lee et al. 
(2007) found that source credibility, which includes trustworthiness as a subcomponent, affected 
employees’ preference for using direct strategies for seeking feedback. The perception that the 
information source would provide relevant information reduced the effort cost associated with 
information seeking (Ashford & Cummings, 1983; Ashford, 1986). 
Past research shows that the two dimensions of trust directed at coworkers are likely to 
alleviate various costs associated with information seeking. However, few empirical studies 
directly investigate this linkage. Although trust has been highlighted as an important determinant 
of employee interactions, relatively little attention has been given to coworkers. Ferres, Connell, 
and Travaglione (2004) also noted that although the importance of coworker and peer trust has 
been recognized, trust in coworkers has received less attention compared to trust in management. 
In addition, research suggests that coworker trust positively affects a number of employee 
attitudes. For instance, employees with high coworker trust exhibited higher perceived 
organizational support, along with lower turnover intention and greater affective commitment 
(Ferres et al., 2004). Coworkers with high affect-based trust in peers respond appropriately to 
peers’ problems and demonstrate interpersonal and assistance-oriented citizenship (McAllister, 
1995). This in turn can generate social support and timely provision of relevant information – job 
43 
resources that contribute to work engagement. However, no existing studies directly examine the 
relationship between coworker trust and work engagement.  
 Job autonomy 
 Job autonomy is defined as “the degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, 
independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling the work and in determining the 
procedures to be used in carrying it out” (Hackman & Oldham, 1975, p. 162). The general 
assumption is that when workers are given the freedom to decide what to do and how to do it, 
they feel responsible for their work outcomes (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). Employees with job 
autonomy are willing to assume enhanced job responsibilities (Parker, 1998), and to take risks 
and create knowledge (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, 1996). They also exhibit 
better performance and job satisfaction, and lower turnover and absenteeism (Denton & Kleiman, 
2001; Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001; Spector, 1997). 
  Job autonomy is identified as a major determinant of proactive behavior, which is taking 
initiative to improve current situations by anticipating, planning, and acting in advance (Crant, 
2000; Grant & Ashford, 2008). It was explained that job autonomy provides an environment 
wherein an employee’s proactivity can be expressed in behaviors, which in turn enables the 
employee to achieve higher performance (Fuller, Hester, & Cox, 2010). This argument is in line 
with Mischel’s (1977) situational strength hypothesis. That is, individual differences exhibit 
stronger influence on behavior in unstructured situations than in highly structured situations. 
Unstructured situations are considered “weak” because they neither provide clear expectations 
about appropriate behavior nor do they provide incentives to perform desired behaviors (Mischel, 
1977). Thus, if an individual is given more freedom and discretion in terms of work schedule and 
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processes, his or her proactivity is more likely to manifest in such behaviors as seeking job-
related information. 
 Empirical research reports that job autonomy predicts various types of proactive 
behaviors. Frese, Kring, Soose, and Zempel(1996) found that employee perceptions of their 
control at work (job autonomy and discretion), and the work complexity predicted changes in 
employees’ personal initiative. Parker, Williams, and Turner (2006) found that job autonomy as 
a part of the perceived work environment positively influenced employees’ proactive idea 
implementation and proactive problem solving. While no direct support has been found for the 
relationship between job autonomy and information-seeking behavior, the underlying assumption 
for the influence of job autonomy and proactive behavior is likely to hold. That is because active 
information seeking is one of the attributes of proactive employees (Crant, 2000). Also, Cross 
and Sproull (2004) have shown evidence that information-seeking behavior is a core strategy for 
project managers which facilitates their problem-solving process.  
Job autonomy is considered as an important work condition for the successful 
performance and well-being of project managers. For instance, lack of control over project 
resources is repeatedly cited as a major stressor for project managers (Haynes & Love, 2004; 
Lysonski, Nilakant, & Wilemon, 1989; Richmond & Skitmore, 2006). Perceived lack of control 
is found to be associated with decreased problem-solving skills, poor judgment and learned 
helplessness among project managers (Seligman, 1975). 
In addition to encouraging proactive behavior, job autonomy is known to exert a positive 
influence on employee stress reduction and therefore contribute to work engagement. Karasek 
(1979) suggested that control or decisional latitude in one’s job helps alleviate the influence of 
job demands on stress and strain experienced by employees. Xanthopoulou and others (2007) 
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examined the effect of various job resources (autonomy, social support, supervisory coaching, 
and opportunities for professional development) on work engagement. Their study results show 
that autonomy significantly predicted all three dimensions of work engagement (vigor, 
dedication, and absorption).   
 Role breadth self-efficacy  
 Role breadth self-efficacy (RBSE) is defined as “an employee’s perceived capability of 
carrying out a broader and more proactive, integrative, and interpersonal set of work tasks 
beyond the prescribed technical requirements” (Parker, 1998, p.835). That is, an employee is not 
bound to his or her job description and feels confident in taking on a more proactive set of tasks 
such as designing improved procedures or presenting information to top management. In that 
sense, RBSE is a motivational construct that facilitates employees’ flexible responses to changes 
in their job situations (Parker, 1998). 
 RBSE is one of the most consistent antecedents of proactive behavior. Empirical studies 
demonstrate that employees with high RBSE exhibit a wide variety of proactive behaviors 
toward their tasks, such as solving problems, implementing ideas, improving processes, setting 
goals, and resolving conflicts (Ohly & Fritz, 2007; Parker et al., 2006). Employees with high 
RBSE are expected to be successful when they engage in proactive behaviors (Parker et al., 
2006). When an individual with high RBSE perceives that a certain behavior will generate 
positive outcomes, he or she is more likely to put that idea into action. Although no prior study 
directly examines the relationship between RBSE and information-seeking behavior, there is 
indirect evidence that RBSE will positively influence information-seeking behavior. For instance, 
Cabrera, Collins, and Salgado (2006) found that employees with higher RBSE sought knowledge 
from others to a greater degree than did those with lower RBSE. Similarly, Schwaer, Biemann, 
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and Voelpel (2012) found that RBSE predicted employees’ use of informal knowledge-sharing 
tools (such as unscheduled meetings and conversations). These results demonstrate that 
employees who feel confident in performing proactive sets of tasks are also active in collecting 
information via multiple sources.  
 Direct evidence supporting the influence of role breadth self-efficacy on work 
engagement does not exist. However, self-efficacy is known to positively affect work 
engagement. According to the Job Demand-Resource model, self-efficacy is a type of personal 
resource (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Personal resource is a major antecedent of work 
engagement and is defined as an individual’s sense of ability to successfully control and impact 
the environment. Studies have also shown that personal resources, such as self-efficacy, 
organizational-based self-esteem, and optimism can be important determinants of employees’ 
adaptation to work environment (Hobfoll, 1989; Judge, Locke, & Durham, 1997). 
An empirical study by Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2007) found that situation-specific self-
efficacy (perceived ability to meet demands in a broad array of contexts) significantly affected 
both dedication and absorption, two dimensions of work engagement.  
Career Planning of Project Managers 
 This section is comprised of several parts. First, it discusses a paradigm shift in 
organizational careers and employment relationships. Second, it proposes the concept of future 
role intent as a measure for employees’ intent to stay in the project management roles. Finally, it 
presents prior studies that provide support for the interactions of future role intent with 
information-seeking behavior and work engagement.  
47 
 Boundaryless careers 
 The concept of the boundaryless career is a new paradigm that explains organizational 
careers in a new employment setting. Today’s turbulent business environment has changed the 
relationship between employees and the employer as well as the way in which careers evolve 
over time. In the past, the social contract between employer and employee guaranteed job 
security and stability (Rousseau, 1995). An employee’s career was characterized by linear 
trajectory and upward mobility on the corporate ladder within an organization. Today, many 
organizations pursue flexibility and competitiveness to survive, and as a result, they use flattened 
organizational structures and rely on outsourced functions and contingent workers (Arthur, 
Inkson, & Pringle, 1999). Subsequently, there is a greater degree of job movement within and 
across organizational boundaries (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996). 
 The boundaryless career is characterized by inter-organizational mobility. In other words, 
an employee’s career opportunities transcend any single employer (Arthur & Rousseau, 1996). 
Each employee bears the primary responsibility for her or his own career (Hall, 1996). Still, 
organizations need to ensure that a core group of employees is prepared and motivated to change 
to meet new demands (Werner & DeSimone, 2009). To remain competitive, organizations need 
to find ways to keep these core employees engaged, motivated, and flexible to changes in the 
business environment. Therefore, understanding their career behaviors and intentions is of great 
importance.  
 With the advent of boundarlyless career theory, subjective career views have gained 
scholarly attention. The subjective perspective of careers represents the employee’s personal 
meaning or interpretation of his or her own career situation (Arthur, 1994). Based on this 
perspective, career concepts formerly taken for granted reveal new dimensions. For instance, 
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career success is traditionally characterized by attainment of rank, time to promotion, and salary 
level (Arthur, Khapova, & Wilderom, 2005). From the subjective career perspective, on the other 
hand, career success encompasses increase in competence, affirmation from others, new learning 
opportunities, person-job fit, and potential for gaining future positions (Arther, 1994; Arther et al, 
2005; Singh & Greenhaus, 2004). Researchers also investigated individual-level phenomena that 
concern factors of employees’ career decisions and career success (see Eby, Butts, & Lockwood, 
2003; Singh & Greenhaus, 2004).  
 Career planning 
 Career planning is a concept in human resource development that emphasizes the 
employee’s perspective of career development. According to Hall(1976), career planning is a 
comprehensive concept that encompasses (1) becoming aware of self, opportunities, constraints, 
choices, and consequences; (2) identifying career-related goals; and (3) programming work, 
education, and related developmental experiences to provide the direction, timing, and sequence 
of steps needed to attain a specific career goal. 
 Because individuals pursuing boundary-less careers are highly mobile and make 
important career decisions based on subjective views of their career situations, it is essential that 
we understand how individual employees view their jobs and what kind of behavioral intent they 
have about their future careers. In particular, project managers represent the boundary-less career, 
and they are known to be highly self-directed in making career decisions (El-Sabaa, 2001; Hölzle, 
2010). Yet relatively little is known about individual project managers’ roles and motivations for 
becoming and staying in the role (Hölzle, 2010). In particular, no prior studies have made an 
attempt to directly measure employees’ intent to stay in the project management role.   
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 Future role intent   
 Future role intent (FRI) is concerned with an individual’s desire to continue to serve in 
her or his current role and to take on more responsibilities in the future. This is a newly-
developed construct specially targeted at project managers, designed to reflect the boundary-less 
career and subjective career perspectives. The purpose of the future role intent construct is to 
measure the extent to which a project manager intends to stay in the project manager role and 
expand their role by taking on more responsibilities. Measuring behavioral intent has an 
advantage in that it is the most immediate motivational determinant of one’s choice or decision 
(Fishbein, 1967). 
 According to Hall (1976)’s career planning theory, individuals will engage in appraisal 
of self, opportunities, choices and consequences in order to set career goals. According to these 
considerations, there may be at least four reasons why employees may be motivated to stay in the 
project management role. First, an employee may simply like the project management role, and 
he or she wants to continue to work in the role. Second, an employee may be good at performing 
that role. If managers are highly evaluated and recognized for their accomplishments, they are 
likely to want to stay in that role. Third, an employee may see great prospect in the role. If 
staying in the project management role provides greater advancement in terms of compensation, 
status, and influence, it is highly likely that he or she will want to stay in that role. Finally, an 
employee may not have any other option or better options besides staying in project management 
role. This could also be a reason for wanting to stay in the project management role.  
 Reasons related to prospect and lack of other options will be different across 
organizational settings as they relate to the organization’s policies on staffing and promotion. On 
the other hand, reasons related to liking and competency could apply to any organizational text. 
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Thus, the overall impact of these two reasons for employee decisions may be cleaner and more 
consistent across different settings.  
 If an employee makes a decision about future career goals and is motivated to stay in the 
project management role, then it is logical to think that he or she will have a desire to advance 
their career in that role. Typically, career advancement in managerial positions involves 
promotions in rank and increased salary. However, organizational career paths for project 
managers are not very well defined. Hölzle (2010) conducted a qualitative case-based study in 
twenty organizations and found ten different descriptions of project managers’ career path levels, 
suggesting high variability in career paths in organizations. Several studies suggest that project 
managers rarely have set trajectories for a hierarchical progression within an organization (El-
Sabaa, 2001; Hölzle, 2010). Thus, focusing on the normative concept of organizational career 
advancement may not be appropriate.  
Instead, it would be more reasonable to conceptualize project managers’ career 
advancement in terms of increase or expansion of responsibilities. Typically, greater 
responsibility in an organizational context indicates that a person has greater influence than 
others. Also, project managers value skills and expertise that come from cross-functional project 
experience. Thus, it is assumed that those employees with high future role intent will exhibit a 
desire to expand their role by taking on projects that are bigger and strategically more important 
and those that require less varied skills. High levels of FRI indicate that an individual has a 
positive view of his or her job and has a strong motivation to take actions to develop and expand 
his or her current role to achieve desired future job roles.  
 Future role intent can be conceptually distinguished from adjacent constructs such as 
role orientation and role commitment. Role orientation is concerned with the extent to which 
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employees incorporate certain responsibilities into their work roles (Ohly & Fritz, 2007). Role 
commitment is an individual’s willingness to invest resources of time and energy for work 
(Amatea, Cross, Clark, & Bobby, 1986). FRI goes beyond individuals’ perceptions and 
motivations toward their work roles and reflects a behavioral manifestation of their view of their 
jobs. 
 In addition, FRI differs from commonly used employee outcomes such as job 
satisfaction and turnover intent. FRI can be distinguished from job satisfaction in several ways. 
Whereas FRI is an individual’s behavioral intent about her or his future role, the common 
conceptualization of job satisfaction focuses on one’s feelings about various dimensions of his or 
her current job (Van Saane, Sluiter, Verbeek, & Frings-Dresen, 2003). FRI rests on the premise 
that individuals have a positive view of their job; however, FRI reflects what employees would 
like to do about their jobs in the future based on their current views of their roles.  
 The concept of FRI is also distinct from turnover intent. The major difference between 
FRI and turnover intent is that FRI is tied to a work role, but not necessarily to one’s 
organizational membership. Low FRI may indicate a gradual shift in one’s job boundaries or a 
shift in one’s functional area or hierarchical level, which may or may not accompany turnover. 
FRI discloses whether an employee is likely to serve in the current role in the future and plans on 
assuming more responsibilities. Thus, FRI is related but has a different focus from job 
satisfaction and turnover intent.  
 Interactions of future role intent with information-seeking behavior and work 
engagement  
 Outcomes of information-seeking behavior include performance and job attitudes. 
Performance is an immediate outcome of information-seeking behavior. At the end point of 
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information-seeking behavior, one’s information needs are met and thus the employee 
accomplishes the work-related requirements of specific roles and tasks (Leckie et al., 1996). 
Renn and Fedor (2001) found feedback-seeking behavior to have a positive effect on both the 
quantity and quality of one’s work.  
 Job attitudes can be considered as a secondary outcome of information-seeking behavior. 
As short-term outcomes of information-seeking behavior accumulate, employees develop 
attitudes about their jobs and the organization (Morrison, 2002). The majority of research that 
empirically examined job attitudes as outcomes of information-seeking behavior was in the 
newcomer socialization context. The premise is that new hires experience high levels of role-
related and career uncertainty. For new hires, proactive information seeking is a coping strategy 
that helps reduce the anxiety and frustration of uncertainty and thus achieve adaptation success. 
In such regard, positive job attitudes were viewed the indicators of adaptation success. Many 
empirical studies have found evidence that high levels of information-seeking behavior related 
with high levels of job satisfaction, job commitment, and intention to remain in the organization 
(Morrison, 1993; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Saks & Ashforth, 1997; Wanberg & Kammeyer-
Mueller, 2000). These findings suggest that those employees who face uncertainty in the job 
environment can use proactive information-seeking behaviors to successfully deal with 
uncertainty and thus gain positive attitudes and perceptions of their work roles. And this strategy 
may impact one’s career decisions in the long-term.   
 Work engagement is a construct that shows a healthy relationship between individuals 
and their work roles. According to Kahn (1990, p. 694), “engaged employees employ and 
express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances.” They are 
willing to invest effort in their work (vigor), experience a sense of significance, enthusiasm, 
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pride and challenge (dedication), and are happily engrossed in their work (absorption) (Schaufeli 
et al., 2006). Bakker and Demerouti (2008) suggest that because engaged employees possess the 
energy and motivation to secure personal resources or positive self-evaluations, they are more 
likely to initiate goal-directed behavior that leads to greater chances for a better career 
development. Furthermore, Bakker et al. (2011) argue that engaged workers are likely to hold 
positive views about their work roles and establish specific career goals that align with their 
work roles.  
 Furthermore, Bakker et al. (2011) argue that engaged employees conserve their own 
engagement through a process of job crafting. That is, engaged employees are more likely to 
proactively shape their own jobs by engaging in job crafting behavior. Bakker et al. (2011) also 
found that employees engaged in their work actively shaped their work environment by 
increasing structural and social job resources as well as job challenges. Taken together, prior 
studies indicate that engaged workers are happy with their jobs, and can use personal and job 
resources not only to effectively deal with current job demands but also to shape their future 
careers by establishing career goals as well as by increasing or decreasing job demands 
associated with their work roles.   
Hypotheses Development and Conceptual Framework  
 This section develops research hypotheses concerning the relationships among two 
perceived job context factors (coworker trust and job autonomy), information-seeking behavior, 
work engagement, and future role intent of employees in project management roles. Based on the 
existing knowledge of information-seeking behavior and project managers’ work context, this 
study identifies information-seeking behavior as a type of proactive, goal-directed behavior used 
by the employees to actively cope with changing job demands in the project environment. 
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 Three main theories were employed to explore the interrelationships among the variables 
of interest: proactive behavior theory, the cost-benefit model of information seeking, and the job 
demand-resource model. Also, prior research on information-seeking behavior, work 
engagement, and project managers were taken into consideration to identify the nature of the 
relationships among the variables. This section presents 11 research hypotheses that were 
developed for the current study. For each hypothesis, theoretical support and past research 
evidence are discussed. Then, the conceptual framework that summarizes the proposed 
relationships among the variables is presented at the end.  
 Hypothesis 1: The extent of information-seeking behavior will vary across project 
phases. 
 Support for the hypothesis comes from the concept of project life cycle and the literature 
on information-seeking behavior that views uncertainty as a major motivation for information-
seeking behavior. Project life cycle is one of the major characteristics of project work. The life of 
a project can be explained by four phases: conceptualization, planning, execution, and 
termination (Adams & Barndt, 1978). Researchers have found that various behavioral 
phenomena that take place during projects change over the project life cycle (Adams & Barndt, 
1983; Barndt et al., 1977; Thamhaim & Wilemon, 1975).  
 Major activities carried out by project managers also differ in each project phase (See 
Turner, 1999). In the planning phase, the focus is on defining the specifics of the project. During 
the execution phase, the focus shifts to directing, monitoring, and controlling project progress. In 
the closing phase, project managers focus on verifying that the project goal is met and the clients 
are satisfied with the outcomes. This suggests that project managers’ work-related behaviors may 
change during the project period. 
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 In particular, it is anticipated in this study that an employee’s information-seeking 
behavior will change during a series of phases within a project. Uncertainty is one of the major 
triggers of information-seeking behavior (Berger & Calabrese, 1975). Similarly, proactive 
behavior theory suggests that situational ambiguity leads to proactive behavior because 
employees are motivated to reduce undertainty when they face it (Grant & Ashford, 2008). 
Although uncertainty exists in all aspects of a project, the levels of uncerainty is expected to be 
the highest in the pre-excution stage (Ward & Chapman, 2003) or the planning phase. In the 
planning phase, the employees in project management roles have to make decisions about project 
goals, estimates, resources, and schedules without fully knowing to what extent those decisions 
will hold. This suggests that the extent of information-seeking behavior would also change as the 
project unfolds and the levels of uncertainty decreases. Based on the shift of focus in project 
management activities across the project phases as well as prior studies that connects uncertainty 
with information-seeking behavior, this study hypothesizes that information-seeking behavior 
exhibited by the employees will change across the project phases.  
 Hypothesis 2a: Coworker trust will be positively associated with information-
seeking behavior. 
 Support for this hypothesis comes from the cost-benefit model and prior research on the 
source characteristics that affect individuals’ information-seeking decisions. Colleagues are one 
of the important components of one’s job context: they are in immediate contact with the 
employee both professionally and socially. Support from coworkers is known to help clarify 
one’s role perceptions and enhance work attitudes and task performance (Chiaburu & Harrison, 
2008). For project managers, in particular, information relationships with colleagues are critical 
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for obtaining and developing knowledge to solve problems encountered during projects (Borgatti 
& Cross, 2003; Cross & Sproull, 2004). 
 Employees who trust their coworkers may engage in higher information-seeking 
behavior because they feel that the benefits of seeking information far exceed the costs. 
According to the cost-benefit model, an individual’s felt need for information evokes the intent 
to seek information, yet the actual decision to engage in information-seeking behavior is affected 
by his or her perceptions of costs and benefits associated with seeking information from others 
(Levy et al, 1995).According to Morrison (2002), both contextual characteristics and source 
characteristics affect one’s perception of costs. For instance, if one’s job context is perceived as 
favorable for information seeking, involving fewer costs and higher returns for seeking 
information, an individual is more likely to engage in information-seeking behavior when they 
need information. Also, if one considers an information source as trustworthy -- the person will 
provide accurate information and is socially reliable—then he or she is more likely to approach 
the person for information. This relates to one’s desire to obtain credible resources in an efficient 
manner and also protect oneself from possible rejection or ridicule by asking for information.  
 One’s perception of trust toward his or her workplace colleagues or coworker trust could 
encourage their information-seeking behavior in two regards. Coworker trust is comprised of 
one’s trust in colleagues’ competence and dependability (cognition-based trust) and mutual care 
and concern (affect-based trust). One’s competence and dependability is related to the quality or 
accuracy of information he or she can offer, and the mutual care and concern ensures that the 
person is safe to be vulnerable to. These two dimensions of coworker trust are in correspondence 
with the areas of concerns when an individual approach another person for information. 
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Therefore, it is plausible to expect that if a person has high trust in his or her coworkers in 
general, he or she is more likely to exhibit a greater extent of information-seeking behavior.    
 There is also some indirect empirical support for trust being positively related to 
information-seeking behavior. Huang (2012) found that employees’ trust in his or her immediate 
supervisor lead to higher feedback-seeking behavior. Schwaer, Biemann, and Voelpel (2012) 
found that affect-based trust toward colleagues had a significant and positive influence on the 
usage of informal knowledge sharing tools such as unscheduled meetings, conversations and 
after-work social events. In addition, cognition-based trust positively moderated the relationship 
between willingness to seek knowledge and the usage of formal tools (Schwaer, Biemann, & 
Voelpel, 2012).Taken together, this study suggests that the employees who perceive their 
coworkers as trustworthy will report higher information-seeking behavior. 
 Hypothesis 2b: Job autonomy will be positively associated with information-
seeking behavior. 
 Support for this hypothesis mainly comes from proactive behavior theory and prior 
studies on project managers. Job autonomy represents the amount of control and discretion 
granted to employees over their work schedules and processes. In general, job autonomy 
increases employees’ feeling of responsibility for their work outcomes (Hackman & Oldham, 
1976), leading to proactive behaviors such as personal initiatives, proactive idea implementation, 
and proactive problem solving (Frese et al., 1996; Parker et al., 2006). According to proactive 
behavior theory, when job autonomy is high, individuals are likely to feel strongly that they can 
change the job situations through their actions, and they are motivated to take an active approach 
toward their jobs (Grant & Ashford, 2008). From the cost-benefit perspective, this is equivalent 
to increased benefits of seeking information from others. If an individual perceives a high return 
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for seeking information from others it is more likely that he or she will seek information when 
they need it.  
 Job autonomy is an important work condition for the employees in project management 
roles. Prior studies suggest that project managers are employees who actively respond to changes 
in the project environment (Haynes & Love, 2004), and a lack of control over project resources 
and staff leads to frustration and stress on the project manager’s part (Lindgren & Packendorff, 
2009; Richmond & Skitmore, 2006; Sutherland & Davidson, 1989). Based on these studies and 
the theoretical support for the relationship between job autonomy and proactive behaviors, it is 
plausible to posit that if granted with high levels of autonomy, the employees in project 
management roles would feel that there is a greater chance that their efforts will lead to 
successful role performance, and would be motivated to actively seek information to impact 
project situations. In other words, since job autonomy increases the perceived benefits of 
information seeking or the possibility for success in changing the job situations into a desired 
direction, job autonomy is likely to motivate project managers to actively seek information. 
Therefore, this study hypothesizes that project managers with a greater control over their work 
schedules and procedures will report a greater extent of information-seeking behavior. 
 Hypothesis 2c: Role breadth self-efficacy will be positively associated with 
information-seeking behavior.  
 Support for this hypothesis comes from proactive behavior theory and prior research on 
role breadth self-efficacy. Role breadth self-efficacy (RBSE) is defined as an individual’s 
judgment about his or her own ability to succeed in carrying out proactive, integrative, and 
interpersonal tasks (Brockner, 1988; Brown, Ganesan, & Challagalla, 2001; Parker, 1998). 
Because RBSE represents one’s confidence in taking a broader set of tasks beyond one’s job 
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description, it is can also be considered as a self-efficacy for flexible performance (e.g. Parker, 
1998).  
 Prior studies suggest that an employee with high self-efficacy is less likely to engage in 
proactive information-seeking behavior (Kozlowski & Ostroff, 1987; Louis, 1980; Major & 
Kozlowski, 1997; Northcraft & Ashford, 1990). That is because individuals with high self-
efficacy, because of their prior success and confidence, tend to rely on their own resources when 
encountering new circumstances or problems (Major & Kozlowski, 1997).  
 However, this is not likely the case for role breadth self-efficacy. RBSE focuses on an 
individual’s perceived ability to flexibly respond to job situations and it has been found to 
motivate employees’ proactive behavior, such as solving problems, implementing ideas, 
improving processes, setting goals and resolving conflicts (Ohly & Fritz, 2007; Parker, Williams, 
& Turner, 2006).Because of the sense of confidence that one can successfully respond to 
situational demands, he or she may be more likely to take an active approach to one’s job.  
 Such explanation may also apply to information-seeking behavior of employees in 
project management roles. In this study, information-seeking behavior is considered an essential 
coping strategy that represents the employees’ active approach to changing job demands in the 
project environment. Therefore, it was expected that those employees who are confident in 
taking a broader set of tasks are more likely to exhibit a greater extent of information-seeking 
behavior to bring about a desired change in the project environment. Empirical evidence also 
supports a positive influence of RBSE on information-related activities of employees (Cabrera, 
Collinsand, & Salgado, 2006; Schwaer, Biemann, & Voelpel, 2012). Thus, it is expected that 
those employees with high RBSE are likely to exhibit greater information-seeking behavior 
compared to those employees with low RBSE.   
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 Hypothesis 3a: Coworker trust will be positively associated with work 
engagement. 
 Support for this hypothesis comes from the job demand-resource (JD-R) model and prior 
research on project managers. JD-R model identifies job demand, job resources, and personal 
resources as the three main drivers of work engagement, which is a positive, motivational, work-
related state of fulfillment. The key assumption is that even when employees face high job 
demands that cause stress and strain, if provided with abundant job resources such as information, 
control, and social support, they can maintain a positive cognitive and affective relationship with 
their work or work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).  
 Job resources could be located at multiple levels, including organizational level (e.g., 
salary, career opportunities), interpersonal and social relations (e.g., supervisor and coworker 
support), and the organization of work and the tasks (e.g., role clarity, feedback) (Bakker, 
Hakanen, Demerouti, & Xanthopoulou, 2007). Several researchers have explored the link 
between interpersonal relations and work engagement (Chughtai & Buckley, 2011, 2013; 
Hakanen, Schaufeli, and Ahola, 2008; Warshawski, Havens, and Knafl, 2012). Chughtai and 
Buckley (2011, 2013) found that perceptions of trust in supervisors, top management, and team 
members impact the work engagement of research scientists who typically work in a project-
based environment. Although the relationship between coworker trust and work engagement has 
not been directly investigated, the nature of the variable suggests that coworker trust will 
engender social support which is an antecedent of work engagement. 
 Coworker trust reflects one’s trust in colleagues in terms of competence and 
dependability (cognition-based trust) as well as mutual care (affect-based trust) (McAllister, 
1995; Schwaer, Biemann, & Voelpel, 2012). Employees with high trust in their colleagues 
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respond appropriately to peers’ problems and demonstrate interpersonal and assistance-
orientated citizenship (McAllister, 1995). This is conceptually parallel to social support which, 
defined broadly, includes assistance and protection provided to others (Langford, Bowsher, 
Maloney, & Lillis, 1997). Furthermore, social exchange theory (Blau, 1964) and the norm of 
reciprocity (Settoon, Bennet, & Liden, 1996) can be applied to social support. That is, social 
support implies reciprocity where resources are exchanged between at least two individuals 
(Shumaker & Brownwell, 1984). Thus, it is possible to argue that the employees who have high 
trust in their colleagues will receive social support from them, which in turn increases their work 
engagement.   
 Prior studies on project managers emphasize the importance of social support for 
employees’ successful coping with job stressors in the project environment. Love and Edwards 
(2005) found work and non-work social support was a significant predictor of construction 
project managers’ psychological well-being. They explained that social support provided by 
supervisors and colleagues prevents or reduces negative effects of work-related stress. Similarly, 
Richmond and Skitmore’s (2006) qualitative study also found that social support was most 
frequently used by IT project managers to cope with job stress and the outcomes were the most 
positive among various coping strategies. Ferres et al. (2004) found that coworker trust 
positively affected employee attitudes such as perceived organizational support, lowered 
turnover intention, and greater affective commitment. Based on the argument that coworker trust 
engenders social support, this study hypothesizes that the employees who perceive their 
colleagues as trustworthy are likely to obtain social support and thus exhibit higher work 
engagement. 
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 Hypothesis 3b: Job autonomy will be positively associated with work engagement. 
 Support for this hypothesis comes from the literature on work engagement and prior 
studies on project managers. Job autonomy provides employees with control or decisional 
latitude over work schedules and procedures (Hackman & Oldham, 1975). Job control is known 
to reduce the stress that comes from excessive job demands (Karasek, 1979). In work 
engagement literature, job autonomy is considered as a type of job resource that motivates 
employees to dedicate their efforts and abilities to accomplish the work task (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2008). There is also direct empirical support for autonomy being positively 
associated with work engagement. For instance, Xanthopoulou and colleagues (2007) found 
evidence that autonomy significantly predicts all three dimensions of work engagement (vigor, 
dedication, and absorption).  
 Job autonomy appears to be a critical job context factor that affects project managers’ 
work engagement. In Richmond and Skitmore’s (2006) study, control of resources was the most 
frequently reported stressor for the IT project managers. In particular, their interview results 
indicated that project managers will benefit from having discretion in selecting the project team 
members for the projects. This suggests that if the employees in project management roles are 
granted with higher control or autonomy this will help them to effectively cope with job 
demands and thereby maintain higher work engagement. Thus, this study anticipates that the 
employees who have high levels of job autonomy will exhibit higher work engagement than 
those with low levels of job autonomy.  
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 Hypothesis 3c: Role breadth self-efficacy will be positively associated with work 
engagement. 
 Support for this hypothesis comes from the job demand-resource (JD-R) model and prior 
studies on self-efficacy and work engagement. Self-efficacy and work engagement are distinct 
constructs, and their relationship has been supported both conceptually and empirically. JD-R 
model identifies self-efficacy as a type of personal resource that contributes to higher work 
engagement. Having high personal resource means that an employee is resilient and has a strong 
sense of control over the environment (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, & Jackson, 2003).  
 Role breadth self-efficacy is concerned with employees’ confidence for flexible 
performance, which leads to proactive approach toward their jobs. In such regard, RBSE is 
conceptually in line with personal resources that enable employees to maintain higher work 
engagement despite the job demands that create strain for them. Although the relationship 
between role breadth self-efficacy and work engagement has not been investigated in prior 
research, the conceptual similarity between role breadth self-efficacy and personal resources 
suggests that RBSE will also be positively associated with work engagement. 
 Furthermore, several studies have found empirical evidence suggesting that a high level 
of self-efficacy offsets the effects of job demands and helps employees maintain mental and 
physical health (Pierce & Gardner, 2004; Van Yperen & Snijders, 2000). Xanthopoulou, Bakker, 
Demerouti and Schaufeli (2007) found support for the main effect of self-efficacy on work 
engagement. Given that role breadth self-efficacy is a type of self-efficacy, role breadth self-
efficacy may also benefit employees to remain engaged in their work in the face of changing job 
demands in the project environment. Taken together, this study anticipates that those employees 
who have higher RBSE will exhibit higher work engagement than those with lower RBSE.  
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  Hypothesis 4a: Role breadth self-efficacy will moderate the influence of 
coworker trust and job autonomy on information-seeking behavior.  
 Support for this hypothesis comes from prior studies that investigate the relationship 
among job context factors, role breadth self-efficacy, and employee behaviors. Although role 
breadth self-efficacy is often considered as conveying the situational influences on employee 
behaviors (Cabrera et al., 2006; Hornung & Rousseau, 2007; Parker et al., 2006; Schwaer et al., 
2012), other researchers have shown direct and indirect evidence that RBSE could moderate the 
influence of job autonomy, affecting the ways in which job autonomy impacts employee 
behaviors such as workplace deviance behavior (Galperin, 2005) and personal initiative (Speier 
& Frese, 1997). This shows that although RBSE is a malleable trait, one’s confidence in taking a 
broad set of tasks could be shaped by other factors, which separates RBSE from job context 
factors.  
 In this study, information-seeking behavior represents an active approach to changing 
job demands among the employees in project management roles. Thus, it is posited that 
employees’ RBSE or confidence in taking a broader set of tasks will affect that way job 
autonomy influence their information-seeking behavior. For instance, if an employee has a low 
RBSE, although job autonomy is a condition that increases the success of one’s effort, he or she 
may be distracted by the lack of confidence and thus be more reluctant to explore different work 
strategies by seeking information. On the contrary, if an employee with high RBSE, their 
perception of job autonomy may lead to actions to impact the project situation, which is in this 
case, information-seeking behavior. Taken together, it is expected that job autonomy will have a 
stronger influence on information-seeking behavior for those employees who have higher RBSE.  
 Hypothesis 4b: Role breadth self-efficacy will moderate the influence of coworker 
65 
trust and job autonomy on work engagement. 
 Support for this hypothesis comes from Schaubroeck and Merritt’s (1997) study. In their 
study, it was found that job self-efficacy serves as a moderator that determines whether job 
control positively or negative affect employees’ coping with work stressors. When people are 
confident, job control reduces the stress that comes from demanding jobs. Yet for those people 
with low confidence, increased job autonomy leads to higher stress perceptions. The study 
findings suggest that one’s self-efficacy influences the ways in which situational conditions are 
perceived by individuals as well as how he or she will be affected. This study argues that when 
self-efficacy is low, individuals may not be able to take a full advantage of job context factors, 
job autonomy and coworker trust, that support their project management performance. In other 
words, it is expected that job autonomy and coworker trust will make a greater contribution to 
employees’ work engagement when employees feel they are capable of taking a broader set of 
tasks.  
 Hypothesis 5a: Information-seeking behavior will be positively associated with 
future role intent. 
 Support for this hypothesis comes from prior studies on proactive information-seeking 
behavior. Future role intent (FRI) is defined as an employee’s desire to continue to serve in the 
project management role and to take on more responsibilities in the future. Employees with a 
high level of future role intent are expected to stay in the project management role and to align 
their career goals with the role.  
 Why should information-seeking behavior be positively related to future role intent? 
Studies on proactive information-seeking behavior provide indirect conceptual support for this 
relationship. Morrison (2002) suggests that as a result of information-seeking behavior 
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individuals not only accomplish tasks or performance but also develop attitudes about self and 
their jobs. More specifically, studies on newcomers’ information-seeking behavior found that 
those newcomers who actively seek information are more successful in coping with uncertainty 
in the work environment and as a result exhibit positive job attitudes. Prior research on this topic 
provide empirical evidence that information-seeking behavior is associated with positive job 
attitudes such as job satisfaction, job commitment, and intention to remain in the organization 
(Morrison, 1993; Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992; Saks & Ashforth, 1997; Wanberg & Kammeyer-
Mueller, 2000). 
 Like newcomers, the employees in project management role experience uncertainty in 
all aspects of the project including project goals, estimates, design, logistics, as well as the 
relationships among project parties (e.g. McCormack & Verganti, 2003; Ward & Chapman, 
2001). Information seeking is an important coping strategy for them to deal with unstructured 
problems in projects (e.g. Cross & Sproull, 2004). If information seeking helps employees to 
successfully deal with job demands associated with the project management role, it is possible to 
posit that over time they will develop positive perception about their role, expressed in higher 
intention to remain in the project management role in the future. Based on this argument, this 
study hypothesizes that information-seeking behavior is an antecedent variable for future role 
intent. 
 Hypothesis 5b: Work engagement will be positively associated with future role 
intent. 
 Support for this hypothesis comes from work engagement literature and prior studies on 
project managers. Work engagement is characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption, 
reflecting a healthy, positive relationship between an individual and his or her job. Prior research 
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describes that engaged employees are different from less or non-engaged workers in many 
regards. For instance, engaged workers have more personal resources, such as optimism, self-
efficacy, and organization-based self-esteem, and job resources, such as social support from 
colleagues, autonomy, coaching, and feedback (Xanthopoulou et al., 2007). Bakker and 
Demerouti (2008) suggest that engaged workers possess an increased ability to mobilize 
resources and are most likely to initiate goal-directed behavior, which can bring about career 
success. More recently, it was found that engaged workers craft their jobs by increasing 
structural and social job resources and job challenges (Bakker et al., 2011). These results suggest 
that engaged workers are not only capable of dealing with the job demands but also have the 
ability to garner resources to impact their jobs, performance, and careers to a desired direction. If 
that is the case, it is plausible to posit that engaged employees who have a healthy relationship 
with their current roles will have more resources to actively plan their future careers.   
 Prior studies on project managers highlight that various job demands associated with the 
project management role lead to anxiety, depression, stress, and burnout (Haynes & Love, 2004; 
Leung, Chan, & Olomolaiye, 2008). High work pressure experienced by project managers is 
often the reason why they pursue other managerial positions (Bredin & Söderlund, 2012). 
Conversely, this suggests that if one can deal with the job demands effectively and remain 
engaged as a result, there is a high likelihood that he or she would be more willing to stay in the 
project management role. Empirical studies also support that engaged employees exhibit higher 
performance and lower turnover intent (Maslach et al., 2001; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Rich et 
al., 2010). Because engaged workers have resources for career planning as well as capabilities to 
effectively deal with job demands, it is expected that employees with high work engagement are 
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likely to exhibit a greater desire to continue to serve as project managers in the future. Therefore, 
this study hypothesizes that work engagement is an antecedent variable for future role intent. 
 The conceptual framework of this study is presented in Figure 2.1. This framework 
summarizes the proposed relationships among the variables of interest in this study.   
Figure 2.1 
Conceptual Framework for the Study  
  
 It is proposed that two job context factors (coworker trust and job autonomy) and role 
breadth self-efficacy affect information-seeking behavior and work engagement. Role breadth 
self-efficacy is proposed to moderate the influence of job context factors on information-seeking 
behavior and work engagement. Work engagement and information-seeking behavior are 
identified as parallel mechanisms instead of one factor influencing the other. That is because 
prior research has suggested that the two constructs exhibit a dynamic relationship (Bakker, 2011; 
Bakker et al., 2012). Subsequently, each of those two factors is expected to have a distinctive 
effect on future role intent of the employees in project management roles.  
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Chapter 3 
Method 
 This chapter describes the methodology used in this study. The first section provides 
information about the research design of this study. The second section presents the selection of 
respondents for this study. The third section describes the research setting in which the study was 
conducted. The fourth section discusses the instruments used to measure the variables 
investigated in the study. The fifth section describes the scale development process for the 
information-seeking behavior (IS) scale and the future role intent (FRI) scale. The sixth section 
presents the instrument design used in this study. The seventh section discusses the data 
collection process. The final section discusses the data analysis procedure used in this study.    
Research Design 
This research was a cross-sectional study using a survey design to explain (1) the effects 
of coworker trust, job autonomy, and role breadth self-efficacy on information-seeking behavior 
and work engagement, and (2) the effect of information-seeking behavior and work engagement 
on future role intent. A survey design was selected because it allows for making inferences about 
certain characteristics, attitudes, or behaviors of a population by studying a sample of that 
population (Babbie, 1990). 
The survey includes four existing instruments (coworker trust, job autonomy, role 
breadth self-efficacy, and work engagement) and two new instruments (information-seeking 
behavior and future role intent) developed for this study. During the scale development process, 
panel interviews and a pilot study were conducted to improve the clarity and adequacy of the 
survey items and to determine construct validity and reliability of the new instruments. Based on 
the pilot study results, additional items were added to the future role intent scale. Then, the 
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original survey instruments in English were translated into Korean using translation-back 
translation approach. For data collection, a two-part survey was electronically distributed to the 
employees in Korean business organizations. For hypotheses testing, hierarchical regression 
analysis was employed.  
Respondents  
 The respondents selected for this study were employees who have taken the role of 
project manager as part of their work in business organizations. Employees in project 
management roles are responsible for delivering a predefined project outcome within time and 
budget constraints upon the request of external and internal clients. More specifically, the 
following set of criteria was used to select the respondents for this study.    
(1) The individual has been formally assigned to manage a current project as part of his or 
her job. 
(2) The individual serves as a project manager or leader of the project.  
(3) The individual has at least 2 or 3 team members working with him or her on the project. 
(4) The individual may expect to serve in one of these roles in the future. 
Research Setting  
 This study was conducted at six business organizations in South Korea that use project 
work as a major part of their operations. South Korea is a high-performing country that has relied 
heavily on the intellectual capabilities of its workers for its economic growth (Ashton, Green, 
Sung, & James, 2002). Projects have been used widely in organizations in South Korea and a 
growing number of employees are involved in project management. For instance, Project 
Management Institute (PMI) Korean Chapter was established recently (April, 2012) and its 
membership reached 3,042 within just the first year (PMI Korea, 2013). 
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 In order to identify research sites for this study, the researcher created a list of 
organizations from project-based industries, such as information technology (IT), construction, 
consulting, pharmaceutical and automotive manufacturing. Based on this list, the researcher 
contacted senior directors or managers at target organizations to identify a group of employees 
who meet the selection criteria and to discuss the feasibility of conducting the study at their 
organization. Upon obtaining formal approval from the participant organizations, several 
conference calls took place to plan the detailed data-collection process. 
 An important consideration for selecting research sites was to ensure that the study data 
be collected from various types of project management settings. The scope and extent of a 
project manager’s responsibility is known to be largely driven by industry practice (Maylor, 
2001). Thus, it was important that research sites be drawn from multiple industries to address the 
general behaviors and attitudes of the employees in project management roles. In addition, it was 
important to ensure that there were considerable variations in the job context factors (job 
autonomy and coworker trust). Since employees’ perceptions of job design and workplace 
atmosphere are likely be specific to an organization, it seemed desirable to collect data from 
more than one organization. Based on these considerations, six business organizations in five 
different industries were selected as research sites for this study.  
 Company profiles  
The research setting for the current study is six business organizations in South Korea. 
The characteristics of each organization described below are based on phone interviews with key 
organizational contacts and the information from internet search. 
IT firm. A leading information technology (IT) service provider, K, is affiliated with 
one of the largest conglomerates in South Korea. The company provide consulting services 
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(business strategy, IT, and network consulting), technical services (packaged and customized 
application integration, and hardware and software implementation and support), and 
outsourcing services (business process/application and IT infrastructure outsourcing) (Wikipedia, 
2013). The division contacted for this study was a highly project-based unit in technical services 
business. Multiple projects are executed concurrently to develop customized IT solutions for 
external clients based on contracts. Project managers oversee a group of systems engineers in 
each project team. For larger projects, a project manager supervises several project leaders who 
manage smaller project teams within the larger project (Kim, personal communication, January, 
2011). Both project managers and project leaders participated in this study.  
Pharmaceutical firms. Companies J and Y are pharmaceutical manufacturing 
companies registered on the Korea Composite Stock Price Index (KOSPI) 200, an index that 
consists of 200 big companies in the Stock Market Division (Wikipedia, 2013). The two 
pharmaceutical firms are similar in that projects are used across all divisions as they collaborate 
to develop, arrange, and push pharmaceutical products to the market. In both organizations, 
managing projects is a pivotal job component of employees with managerial responsibility. For 
the current study, managers within the research and development (R&D) divisions were 
contacted. See Table 3.1 for more detailed information about the two organizations.  
Table 3.1  
Organization Profile of Two Pharmaceutical Companies   
 Company Firm size Division Use of projects 
1 J 1,092 R&D Product pricing and reimbursement 
2 Y 1,500 R&D Product planning/ Medical regulations 
Construction firm. C is a leading construction company affiliated with one of the 
biggest conglomerates in South Korea. It has over 7,000 employees and their business spans 
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skyscrapers, city infrastructure, housing, industrial plants and power plants (Wikipedia, 2013). 
C’s major business operation rests on large-scale construction projects for local and international 
clients. Site managers and project managers working on industrial plants and power plant 
projects participated in this study.  
Consulting firm. B is a multinational consulting firm located in South Korea. The firm 
has over 2,000 employees and their business areas include business consulting, IT service, 
outsourcing, training and financing (Wikipedia, 2013). Employees in business consulting, 
training, and marketing departments participated in this study.  
 Research center. K is a government-based research center dedicated to advancing in-
land and infrastructure technology. It also provides consulting and quality examination services 
to government agencies and private organizations upon request. The center has over 800 
employees with the majority of them being researchers. The employees conduct research projects 
in the areas of construction technology, transportation, construction policy & systems, water 
resources, building, and fire. For this study, senior researchers who oversee project teams were 
invited to the study.   
Instrumentation 
 This section describes the survey instruments used in this study. The study employs six 
instruments – both existing and new measures – that correspond with the conceptual framework 
and hypotheses developed for this study. Measures of coworker trust, job autonomy, role breadth 
self-efficacy, and work engagement were selected from existing instruments that had been 
validated in previous studies. Measures of information-seeking behavior and future role intent 
were newly developed because no existing measures adequately reflected these characteristics of 
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the project management role. Items for demographic, job characteristics and project 
characteristics were also included in the instrumentation.  
 Coworker trust. This variable refers to the extent to which individuals trust their 
colleagues within their divisions. Coworker trust consists of two sub-components: cognitive-
based trust and affective-based trust. Cognitive-based trust refers to level of confidence in 
coworkers’ competence and dedication to their jobs, whereas affective-based trust refers to the 
level of confidence in coworkers’ mutual care and concern.  
 Although coworker trust can be conceptualized in various ways, this study views 
coworker trust as a perceived job context. To reflect this conceptualization, the original scale 
developed by McAllister (1995) was adapted in two regards. First, a change was made to direct 
the focus of instrument from an individual to a group of individuals. The original instrument 
(1995) was designed to capture one’s trust toward an individual. The change was made to direct 
the instrument toward all of the colleagues an individual encounters within the division. 
Following the approach taken by Schwaer, Biemann, and Voelpe (2012), the phrase “this 
individual” in the original survey items was replaced with “the people with whom I work.” 
Second, the researcher dropped one item from McAllister’s 11-item scale for both conceptual 
and empirical resons. The item, “if people knew more about this individual and his/her 
background, they would be more concerned and monitor his/her performance more closely,” was 
not suitable to apply to a group of colleagues. Moreover, Cronbach’s alpha for that particular 
item was below .70. Therefore, this particular item was omitted. As a result, coworker trust was 
assessed using a 10-item scale adapted from McAllister’s (1995) trust scale (5 items for 
affective-based trust and 5 items for cognition-based trust). A five-point Likert-based scale 
ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree) was used.  
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 Job autonomy. This variable refers to the degree to which an employee perceives that 
his or her job provides substantial freedom, independence, and discretion in terms of scheduling 
the work and determining the procedures used in carrying out work-related tasks. Spreitzer’s 
(1995) 3-item scale fo self-determination was used to measure job autonomy. Cronbach’s alpha 
for the 3-item scale was .86 (Wang & Cheng, 2009); thus the scale is considered reliable for this 
study. A five-point Likert-based scale ranging from 1(strongly disagree) to 5(strongly agree) was 
used with the three items.  
 Role breadth self-efficacy. This variable refers to the extent to which individuals feel 
competent in carrying out a broader and more proactive set of work tasks beyond the prescribed 
requirements of their job description. Parker’s (1998) original scale for role breadth self-efficacy 
was used. The 10-item scale has the Cronbach’s alpha of .78. A five-point Likert-based scale 
ranging from 1(not at all confident) to 5(very confident) was used with the 10 items. 
Information-seeking behavior. This variable refers to the extent to which individuals 
seek information from project supervisors, peer project manager, and project team members. The 
information-seeking behavior consists of three sub-components that represent three major phases 
of a project: planning, implementation, and closing.  
The IS scale asks participants to recall their most recent project experience. Numeric 
information on (1) the number of people involved in the project, and (2) the duration of the 
project was collected. These two items not only capture the differences in the way projects are 
used in different organizations, but they also help participants to anchor their responses in a 
particular project management experience. In the main portion of the scale, the respondents 
report the extent to which they approached project supervisors, peer project managers, and 
project team members at the planning, execution, and closing phases respectively. A five-point 
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Likert-based scale ranging from 1(never) to 5(always) was used with the IS scale items. The 
detailed procedure for scale development is further explicated in the Survey Development 
section. 
Work engagement. This variable refers to the extent to which an employee perceives 
having a positive, fulfilled, work-related state of mind. Work engagement consists of three sub-
constructs: vigor, dedication, and absorption. Vigor refers to an employee’s level of energy and 
mental resilience while working. Dedication refers to the level of involvement in one’s work, and 
a sense of significance, enthusiasm, and challenge; and absorption refers to the level of 
concentration and engrossment in one’s work. A 9-item scale (UWES-9) developed by Schaufeli, 
Bakker, and Salanova (2006) was used to measure work engagement. UWES-9 is a shorter 
version of UWES and is found to be statistically equivalent to the full measure (Schaufeli, 
Bakker, and Salanova, 2006). The Cronbach’s alpha for UWES-9 reported in multiple studies 
ranges from .7 to .8, indicating that this is a reliable measure to be used in this study. The Likert-
based response scale for the items range from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). 
Future role intent. This variable refers to the extent to which an individual intends to 
continue to serve in his or her current role and take on more responsibilities in the future. The 
future role intent (FRI) scale is a new instrument developed for this study. The initial version of 
the FRI scale had 5 items. Later, 5 items were added to the scale in light of the pilot study results. 
The full scale used in the main study consists of 10 items. All items used a five-point Likert-
based scale from 1(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).  
 Demographic and background information. Information was also collected on 
employee age, gender, education level, organizational rank, tenure with the organization, 
industry type, project management experience, and percentage of working hours invested in 
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project management. These items were included to investigate their possible influence the 
studied variables. In particular, percentage of working hours was included to control for 
idiosyncratic characteristics of the organizations and project management roles. The actual items 
for each measure can be found in Appendix A. The scale development process for Information-
seeking behavior (IS) scale and future role intent (FRI) scale is explicated in the following 
section. 
Scale Development 
The information-seeking behavior (IS) and future role intent (FRI) scales were 
developed as part of this study. The purpose was to create measures that reflect critical attributes 
of the project management role. Although the concept of information-seeking behavior is well-
established in the literature, a new instrument was needed because the scope and level of the 
construct in the existing measures did not correspond with the specific population of interest in 
this study. On the other hand, future role intent is a new concept which focuses on the career-
related intent of those employees with project management roles. Based on guidelines from 
Viswanathan (2005) and DeVellis (2011), the following scale development process used in this 
study: (1) domain delineation and item generation, (2) panel interview, and (3) pilot study.   
 Domain delineation and item generation 
The initial steps of scale development involve defining the boundaries of a phenomenon 
and generating items that reflect the conceptual domain of the construct (Viswanathan, 2005). 
Using the definition of the construct, the researcher generated items and examined whether the 
items reflect the conceptual domain of the construct. The following describes the boundaries of 
each construct as well as the decisions made to increase clarity and specificity to the items.    
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Information-seeking behavior (IS) scale. Employees seek project-related information 
on an on-going basis over the life of a project. Existing measures of information-seeking 
behavior (Ashford & Black, 1996; Ashford, 1986; Morrison, 1993) focus on feedback seeking or 
newcomer information seeking and wherein information is sought for particular purposes or 
occasions. To address this difference, a new scale was developed. Three project phases – 
planning, execution, and closing – were identified as sub-components of the scale. For each 
phase, a number of project management activities adapted from PMBOK’s model of project 
management (see Table 2.1 in Chapter Two) were identified as individual items. Also, three 
typical information sources in project management contexts, project sponsors, peer project 
managers, and project team members, were incorporated into the scale. Following the traditional 
information-seeking behavior literature, the instrument measures individuals’ perceived 
frequency of information-seeking. The term “extent” was used to denote the perceived frequency 
of information-seeking behavior.  
Future role intent (FRI) scale. Although there are established measures that address 
employees’ intent to quit, there was no instrument that reflected employees’ desire to stay in a 
work role. Turnover intent was not sufficient to explain the retention of employees in project 
management roles because their job changes involve turning over from a job or shifting into 
another role within the organization. Moreover, it has been suggested that because the career 
paths for project managers not well-defined in many organizations in general, employees take 
greater responsibility for planning their career moves and identifying the steps required to 
achieve them (El-Sabaa, 2001; Hölzle, 2010). This indicates that employees’ motivation or 
affective commitment to the project management role is an important indicator for the retention 
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of those employees. Therefore, the focus of the scale must be on their desire or motivation to 
stay in the role rather than their desire to leave the role.  
Based on this conceptualization, new instrument was developed to capture employees’ 
desire to stay in the project management role. Future role intent is operationalized to reflect two 
types of intents: 1) the extent to which one wants to continue to serve in the role, and 2) the 
extent to which one desires to take on more responsibilities in the future. High levels of FRI 
indicate that an individual has a positive view of his or her job and are motivated to expand the 
boundary of his or her current role by taking more responsibilities in the future.  
Future role intent (FRI) distinguishes itself from employee attitudes such as job 
satisfaction and turnover intent. The common conceptualization of job satisfaction focuses on 
one’s feelings about various dimensions of his or her job (Van Saane, Sluiter, Verbeek, & Frings-
Dresen, 2003). On the other hand, FRI focuses on the particular role of project management and 
measures employees’ views about that role. FRI is different from turnover intent in that FRI is 
tied to a work role but not necessarily to one’s organizational membership. Low FRI may 
indicate a gradual shift in one’s job boundaries or a shift in one’s functional area or hierarchical 
levels, which may or may not accompany turnover. FRI discloses whether an employee is likely 
to serve in the current role in the future and to plan on assuming more responsibilities.  
 Panel interview 
Once the items for each scale were generated, panel interviews were conducted to 
achieve two objectives: (1) to ensure content validity; that is, verify that the items accurately 
capture the content of the construct, and (2) to improve the clarity of the items. Six panel 
members were selected based on their knowledge and experience in one of the following areas: 
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human resource development (HRD), project management, or scale development. The details 
about the expertise and the qualifications of six panel members can be found in Table 3.2.  
Table 3.2  
Expertise and Qualifications of the Panel Members   
  Area of expertise  Focus of 
review 
Qualifications 
1 Advanced doctoral 
student 
HRD Content 
validity  
-More than 2 years of HRD-related 
work experience  
2 Advanced doctoral 
student 
HRD Content 
validity 
-More than 2 years of HRD-related 
work experience 
3 Advanced doctoral 
student 
Business 
Administration  
Item 
Clarity 
-Extensive experience in survey 
development  
4 Advanced doctoral 
student 
Educational 
Psychology 
Item 
Clarity  
-Extensive experience in survey 
development 
5 University 
instructor 
Business 
Administration 
Item 
Clarity 
-MBA 
-10 years of experience in teaching 
graduate business consulting 
classes  
6 Project management 
practitioner  
Project 
management  
Item 
Clarity 
-Project management professional 
(PMP) certification 
-20 years of field experience in 
project management 
Each panel member had an informal meeting with the researcher and provided feedback 
based on the survey items based on their expertise. For instance, doctoral students in HRD 
focused on whether the items appropriately represented the domain of the focal constructs. 
Doctoral students with survey development expertise made suggestions on the wording of the 
items and survey instructions. It was an iterative process that allowed the researcher to improve 
the quality of the items. In the later stage, the panel members with project management 
experience paid close attention to the adequacy of the language of the survey items for the target 
respondents. Minor changes to the wording of the items were made in light of the feedback 
provided.  
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 Pilot study 
A pilot study was conducted to examine the psychometric properties of the initial 
versions of the IS and FRI scales. Since these instruments were newly developed, they were 
subjected to a pilot study to check internal consistency reliability and construct validity. The 
pilot data was collected from a sample of employees in pharmaceutical R&D and general 
management functions, who are managing projects as part of their jobs. The online survey for the 
pilot study consisted of survey items and one open-ended question requesting further feedback 
about the new instruments. A total of 27 responses were obtained. According to Isaac and 
Michael (1995), a sample size between 10 and 30 has many practical advantages for a pilot study 
aimed at scale development.  
The initial examination of item performance was based on Cronbach’s alpha coefficient, 
item-to-total correlations, mean and variance of the scales. Cronbach’s alpha for the IS scale 
was .82 and for the FRI scale .87, indicating that the two instruments reliably measure the focal 
constructs. The item-total correlation analysis indicated that no item was substantially 
underperforming and needed to be dropped. According to DeVellis (2011), it is advisable to 
strive for the highest alpha score in the pilot stage, because when instruments are used in a new 
research context, it is possible for the alphas to deteriorate to a certain degree. Further 
examination of the results revealed that variance of the FRI scale was relatively lower than the 
variance of the IS scale. Because variability in a measure relates with its ability to meaningfully 
discriminate the differences in the underlying attribute (DeVellis, 2011), minor changes were 
made to the working items to better discriminate responses. Also, five additional scale items 
were added to the FRI scale to ensure enough variance in the scale score.  
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Instrument Design 
 Two major considerations driving decisions about the design and logistics of the survey 
instrument were (1) to minimize the effect of common method variance and (2) to accurately 
translate the instruments into Korean, the native language of the target respondents.   
 Common method variance 
 Common method variance (CMV) refers to systematic error variance shared among 
variables that are introduced as a function of the measurement method rather than as the 
construct of interest (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986; Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 
CMV can either inflate or attenuate the relationship among variables. Although an inflated 
relationship is more common than an attenuated one, CMV serves as a source of criticism of 
research conclusions (Doty & Glick, 1998). In particular, “systematic measurement error is a 
serious problem because it provides an alternative explanation for the observed relationships 
between measures of different constructs that are independent of the one hypothesized” 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003. p. 879). 
 Major sources of CMV include collecting self-reported data for two or more variables 
using the same source at the same time (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). Because of the respondent’s 
desire to be consistent in her or his answers (in other words, the consistency motif), she or he 
falls prey to an illusionary correlation when exposed to a series of questions, thus creating an 
artificial covariance among variables that does not correspond with the true variable relationships. 
Podsakoff and Organ (1986) recommend separation of measurement as one of the strategies to 
prevent common method variance. In line with this recommendation, this study collects survey 
data at two different points in time to minimize the potential threat of CMV. However, collecting 
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the data in a two-step process has a downside: it creates the risk that the respondents to the first 
survey would not complete the second survey.  
 Using multi-source data is another recommendation by Podsakoff and Organ (1986) for 
reducing the likelihood of CMV. The nature of the constructs in this study, however, is not suited 
for multisource data. The variables in this study are either internal to an individual or difficult for 
others to monitor. For instance, both work engagement and role breadth self-efficacy capture an 
individual’s perception of his or her own capability and work-related state of mind; the 
perception or opinion of others has little meaning. Likewise, although the act of seeking 
information can be observed, the patterns of one’s information-seeking behavior are difficult for 
other people to detect in day-to-day work. Therefore, it was concluded that a multi-source 
approach would not be pertinent in this study.  
 Translation procedure 
 Since this study collected survey data from Korean employees in project management 
roles, the original instruments written in English were translated into Korean. The initial 
translation was done by the researcher and was reviewed by two master’s degree students in the 
Teach English to Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) program who are fluent in both Korean 
and English. They confirmed the validity of the initial translation and suggested minor changes 
to improve the clarity of the items. The translated survey (in Korean) was updated and then 
translated back into English by a bilingual (Korean and English) translator familiar with both 
Korean and Western cultures (cf. Kim & Lim, 1999). The original survey and the reverse-
translated survey were compared to resolve any discrepancies between them. The translated 
Korean survey was then examined by an HRD professor and piloted with three Korean project 
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managers in order to ensure that all translated items would be easily understood by the target 
audience. 
Data Collection Procedure 
 The main study data was collected using web-based surveys. The web-based survey was 
used to increase the efficiency of data collection and minimize disruptions to the participants’ 
work schedules. The survey was accessible at any computer with an internet connection, thus 
providing flexibility for study participants in terms of time and location. According to Stanton 
(1998), electronic forms of data collection have the same reliability and validity as paper surveys 
administered through the mail (Stanton, 1998). In addition, knowledge workers in Korean 
business organizations are highly familiar with utilizing electronic technologies to complete 
web-based surveys. Therefore, a web-based survey was a suitable choice for this study.  
 The survey data was collected via two questionnaires that were distributed 2-3 weeks 
apart. The first questionnaire included survey items regarding job autonomy, coworker trust, 
information-seeking behavior, and demographic/background information. The second 
questionnaire included survey items regarding role breadth self-efficacy, work engagement, and 
future role intent. To match the responses from the first questionnaire with those of the second 
questionnaire, respondents were asked to provide the last four digits of their cell phone numbers 
on both surveys.  
 Since the data was only considered valid when a respondent completed both of the 
surveys, two strategies were used. First, incentives (a coffee gift card) were given to all 
respondents who completed both surveys to motivate full participation. Second, using the web-
survey tool, the researcher closely monitored the response status of the potential study 
participants and selectively sent reminders to those who have not responded. The goal was to 
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increase the response rate while minimizing the possible distraction for both the respondents and 
the organizational contact person. For this to take place, the email addresses for all potential 
participants were requested prior to survey distribution. Confidentiality for all responses was 
guaranteed. However, for those organizations who wished to keep the employees’ email 
addresses confidential, the survey invitations and reminders were distributed by the 
organizational contact. If the organizational contact person was a high-level executive, survey 
reminders were sent by another person at a lower level.    
 The data collection was administered between June 2013 and September 2013. The 
initial study invitation was sent from the organizational contact person in each of the firm. The 
invitation included information regarding the purpose and importance of the study, 
confidentiality, survey incentives, the link to the survey, and a statement asking for participation. 
A few days later the researcher sent out the first survey to the designated employees via web 
survey tool. Up to two reminders were sent on a weekly basis reminding those who had not fully 
participated in the surveys. The second survey was distributed 2- 3 weeks after the first survey 
was distributed. The administration of the second survey followed the same procedure. At the 
end of the second survey, respondents were directed to a separate page where they could enter 
their contact information to receive their incentives. Employees who completed both of the 
surveys received a coffee gift card equivalent to 10 US dollars.  
Data Analysis Procedure 
 The procedure for data analysis consisted of three phases: data screening, descriptive 
analysis, and hypothesis testing. 
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 Data screening 
 Once the data collection was complete, data was examined for missing data and outliers. 
Then, a set of tests was conducted to establish statistical assumptions such as linearity and 
normality, independent observation, lack of multicollinearity, and lack of common method bias. 
It is important to conduct these tests because the result of the study is valid only when the data 
meet specific assumptions of the data analysis method, which multiple regression analysis in this 
study. Screening the datasets with regard to these assumptions not only ensures that an accurate 
inference is made from the data but also allows the researcher to make informed decisions about 
subsequent data analyses.  
 Descriptive analysis 
 In order to describe the properties of the variables, descriptive statistics, factor analyses, 
reliability analysis, , and correlations were conducted. For factor analyses, principle component 
analysis (PCA) was conducted for all instruments using a Varimax rotation and parallel analysis. 
Only for the measures that were difficult to interpret, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was 
conducted. Because problematic items are dropped during the factor analyses phase, the internal 
consistency reliability of all instruments was estimated and examined. Finally, descriptive 
statistics and correlations were computed to describe the characteristics of the study respondents 
as well as to explore the relationships among the studied variables.  
 Hypotheses testing 
 To test the research hypotheses, several statistical methods were used. For hypothesis 
one, one-way repeated measures ANOVA and a paired sample t-test were employed. Hypothesis 
one is concerned with change in the extent of information-seeking behavior across phases. One-
way repeated measures ANOVA was chosen because it compares the mean responses collected 
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at different time points/references from the same respondents. The rest of the hypotheses, 
hypotheses 2a-5b, were tested using hierarchical regression analysis.  
 Hierarchical regression analysis is an advanced type of multiple regression analysis that 
is chosen as the major analysis method for this study. The hierarchical regression analysis allows 
the researcher to block out the effects of individual and contextual influences that are not of 
primary interest. Once these factors were entered as a block, the variables in the conceptual 
model could be entered. Using SPSS software, the direction, strengths, and statistical 
significance of the hypothesized relationships were computed and examined. In addition, two 
hypotheses in this study, 4a and 4b, concern a test for moderation effect. Moderators are used to 
explain “when” the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable 
changes (Little, Card, Bovaird, Preacher, & Crandall, 2007). A test for moderation effect is to 
examine whether the moderator significantly affects the direction or strength of the relationship 
between the independent variables and a dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). The 
product terms of each independent variable and the moderator were created. If these product or 
interaction terms are significant, then the moderator hypotheses are supported.  
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Chapter 4 
Results 
 This chapter presents the result of data analysis of this study. The first section presents 
the result of data screening. The second section presents the results of factor analyses, reliability, 
descriptive statistics, and the correlations among the variables of the study. The third section 
presents the result of hypothesis testing. The final section is the additional analysis of the 
mediation effects.     
Data Screening 
 Initial surveys were sent out to 328 potential respondents and 193 responses were 
received. The second surveys were sent out to the respondents of the first survey, resulting in a 
total of 174 responses. The total response rate was 59% for Survey 1 and 53% for Survey 2. A 
summary of the final response rates is in Table 4.1.  
Table 4.1 
Summary of Survey Responses  
Organization Survey Number of Responses Response Rate 
IT  
Survey 1 65 respondents 54% of 120 respondents 
Survey 2 56 respondents 47% of 120 respondents 
Pharmaceutical 
companies 
Survey 1 37 respondents 66% of 56 respondents 
Survey 2 36 respondents 64% of 56 respondents 
Consulting firm 
Survey 1 31 respondents 93% of 33 respondents 
Survey 2 29 respondents 88% of 33 respondents 
Research center 
Survey 1 21 respondents 42% of 50 respondents  
Survey 2 17 respondents 34% of 50 respondents 
Construction firm 
Survey 1 39 respondents 57% of 69 respondents 
Survey 2 36 respondents 52% of 69 respondents  
TOTAL 
Survey 1 193 respondents 59% of 328 respondents 
Survey 2 174 respondents  53% of 328 respondents 
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 Only those cases with matching survey 1 and survey 2 responses contain data for all the 
measures necessary for this study. Therefore, incomplete cases were excluded from the dataset, 
resulting in a total of 174 valid cases to be included in the data analysis. Prior to hypothesis 
testing, this dataset was examined in regards to: missing data, outliers, test of statistical 
assumptions (normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, independent observations, and 
multicollinearity) and common method bias.  
 Missing data 
 The initial examination of the data yielded 174 valid responses for data analysis. 
However, there were missing values that required further examination. Table 4.2 shows how 
many missing cases exist for each of the measures.  
Table 4.2  
Valid and Missing Cases (N=174) 
Measures Valid 
 
Missing  Percent  
Job autonomy 169 5 2.87% 
Coworker trust 164 10 5.75%  
Role breadth self-efficacy  170 4 2.3% 
Information-seeking behavior 148 26 14.94% 
Work engagement  171 3 1.72%  
Future role intent  166 8 4.60%  
 Traditional approaches that involve deleting cases with missing values, such as listwise 
or pairwise deletion methods, not only lead to loss of data but also may introduce serious 
problems especially for multivariate analyses (De Vaus, 2002). Therefore, instead of eliminating 
cases with missing values, estimation-maximization (EM) function in SPSS was used for data 
imputation wherein missing values were replaced with the values estimated from other data 
available. Prior to conducting imputation, Little’s MCAR test was conducted to determine 
whether there is a specific pattern of missing data. The results indicated that the missing values 
90 
in the dataset is missing completely at random (  = 5636.417 df=5497 p=.093) therefore the data 
was adequate for imputation.  
 Outliers 
 Several strategies were used to identify univariate and multivariate outliers. To detect 
univariate outliers, z scores of means of each measure were computed and then cases with a z 
score greater than an absolute value of 3.00 were identified. As a result, 2 univariate outliers 
were replaced with the nearest value within the boundary. To detect multivariate outliers, 
Mahalanobis D
2 
distance statistic was computed in SPSS for all bivariate relationships involved 
in the hypotheses. Mahalanobis D
2
 statistics identify cases that have an unusual value on the 
independent variable. As a result, 6 cases with values less than 0.001 were removed from the 
dataset. As a result, one hundred sixty eight cases were available for the data analysis.  
 Statistical assumptions 
 Multiple regression analysis procedure requires that certain statistical assumptions are 
established in both independent and dependent variables and in their relationships. The 
assumptions are normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, independence of observation, and 
absence of multicollinearity.  
 Normality and linearity. The assumption of normality was tested in three ways: (1) the 
histogram or frequency distribution of each variable, (2) the skewness and kurtosis statistics, and 
(3) Kolmogorov-Smirnova test. First, the histograms were examined to see whether the data 
distributions for the independent and dependent variables are similar to a bell-curve. Second, the 
skewness and kurtosis statistics show in numbers to what extent the data deviates from normal 
distribution. Skewness index values greater than 3.0 and kurtosis index values higher than 20.0 
are considered extreme (Chou & Bentler, 1995; Kline, 2011). Finally, the Kolmogorov-Smirnova 
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test statistically evaluates whether the difference between the observed distribution and a 
theoretical normal distribution is small enough to be just due to chance alone (De Vaus, 2002). 
Both ordinary least square (OLS) and generalized least squares (GLS) are robust with regards to 
the non-normal distribution of data for individual variables (Field, 2009). However, to maximize 
the accuracy of statistical estimation, a box-cox transformation was conducted to alleviate the 
degree of deviation from normality. A summary of the results of normality of the independent 
variables and dependent variables as well as transformation results is in Appendix C.  
 Linearity of the relationship between the independent and dependent variables is another 
important assumption of multiple regression analysis. A scatter plot can provide a useful visual 
indication of whether the relationship between two variables is linear or not. An examination of 
scatter plots associated with each of the bivariate relationships did not exhibit any sign of non-
linearity.  
 Assumption of homoscedasticity. Homoscedasticity assumption holds when the set of 
residuals around the regression line is constant regardless of the value of X. A violation of 
homoscedasticity can be detected by examining residual plots which display standardized 
residual values of the dependent variable against standardized predicted values of the dependent 
variable. An examination of residual plots did not indicate any strong violation of 
homoscedasticity. To statistically confirm the equality of error variance across all variables, 
Brusch-Pagan’s test was conducted for each regression model using a macro developed by Price 
and Garcia-Granero (2002). The test result for each of the regression model was non-significant, 
indicating that the assumption of homoscedasticity holds.  
 Assumption of independent observations. It is assumed that all observations are 
independent of one another. This also implies that their error terms or residuals are independent. 
92 
Dependence of residuals can occur when data is collected in groups or over time (Cohen, Cohen, 
West, & Aiken, 2003). Since the data in this study were collected from multiple organizations 
that utilize projects, some of the cases may be correlated therefore violating the assumption of 
independence. As a result, the Durbin-Watson statistic was computed for each regression model. 
The Durbin-Watson statistic should be close to 2 when there is no correlation between adjacent 
residuals where as a Durbin-Watson statistic close to 0 or to 4 suggests that successive residuals 
are correlated. The Durbin-Watson statistic between 1.5 and 2.5 is considered appropriate. For 
the two regression models that address the relationship among contextual factors, information-
seeking behavior and work engagement, the Durbin-Watson statistic ranged between 2.0 and 2.2, 
indicating there is no correlation between adjacent residuals. For the regression model that 
involves future role intent, however, the Durbin-Watson statistic was .202. When dependence 
among residuals exist due to the data being collected in groups, the regression coefficients are 
unbiased but the standard errors will be too small (Cohen et al., 2003). To accommodate non-
independence in the residuals of the data, dummy variables that represent company membership 
were used.  
 Absence of multicollinearity. Multicollinearity occurs when one of the independent 
variables is highly correlated with other independent variables in the regression equation. If 
multicollinearity exists, the estimate of regression coefficient becomes unreliable because little 
unique information is available from which to estimate its value (Cohen et al., 2003). 
Multicollinearity was assessed for each regression model using the multicollinearity statistics 
function in SPSS. Collinearity is measured by tolerance and the variance inflation factor (VIF). 
The rule of thumb is that tolerance values of .10 or less or a VIF of 10 indicate that there may be 
serious problems with multicollinearity in the regression equation. As shown in table 4.3 and 4.4, 
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the variance inflation factor (VIF) was below 1.5 suggesting that multicollinearity was not an 
issue for the regression models to be tested in this study.  
 
Table 4.3  
Collinearity Statistics  
Variable  Tolerance VIF 
Job autonomy  .688 1.453 
Coworker trust .725 1.378 
Role breadth self-efficacy  .674 1.483 
Note: The dependent variable was Work Engagement. Information-seeking behavior provides 
the same results.  
 
Table 4.4  
Collinearity Statistics  
Variable  Tolerance VIF 
Information-seeking 
behavior 
.866 1.155 
Work engagement .866 1.155 
Note: The dependent variable was Future Role Intent.  
 Common method bias  
 Harman’s Single Factor Test was conducted for each regression model as a post-hoc test 
for common method bias. If the total variance accounted for by the extracted factor does not 
exceed 50%, there is no common method bias within the dataset. Moderation effects cannot be 
artifacts of common method variance (Siemsen, Roth, & Oliveira, 2010) therefore they were 
exempted from the examination. A summary of the results in Table 4.5 presents the variance 
associated with the 3 primary factors in each analysis. Since no single factor accounts for the 
majority of variance, it was concluded that the problems associated with common method bias 
may exists but do not cast a serious threat on the data analysis.  
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Table 4.5  
Results of Harmon Single-Factor Tests  
 Information-seeking 
behavior  
Work 
Engagement  
Future  Role 
Intent  
Number of Independent 
Variables  
3 3 2 
Percentage of Total Variance Explained  
Factor 1  28.116 28.290 28.392 
Factor 2 14.746 14.334 14.562 
Factor 3 8.200 8.347 11.612 
 
Descriptive Analysis   
 For the purpose of describing the properties of the variables used in this study, factor 
analyses were conducted. Several items that were inconsistent with the overall factor structure 
were dropped as a result. Then, the characteristics of the respondents, the means, standard 
deviation, reliabilities, and correlations among the variables were examined.  
Factor analyses 
 A principle component analysis (PCA) with a Varimax rotation was conducted for all six 
instruments to examine the underlying structure of studied variables. Individual scale items were 
used for the analysis except for the information-seeking behavior (IS) scale. Since the responses 
to the information-seeking behavior (IS) scale can be grouped by both phases and sources, 
composite items for both options were created and tested. To check whether the data is adequate 
for factor analysis, Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) statistics and Bartlett's test results were 
examined. KMO scores for the six instruments ranged from .75 and .91, exceeding the 
acceptable score of .6 (De Vaus, 2002). Bartlett's test of sphericity was significant (p <0.5), 
indicating that the data was adequate for factor analysis.  
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The communality scores in the PCA results were examined. Two items from role 
breadth self-efficacy (Item 3 and 8) and one item from future role intent (item 3) that had low 
communalities scores (<.40) were removed from the scales. Lowe communality score means that 
an item has either low reliability or the variable is unrelated to the domain of interest and thus 
shares little in common with the other items (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). 
Then, the factor structure for each variable was determined based on eigenvalues of one or above, 
scree plots, and parallel analysis results. To obtain parallel analysis results, a syntax program 
developed by O'Connor (2000) was used.  
The factor structure from the PCA results and parallel analysis corresponded for the four 
existing constructs – job autonomy, coworker trust, role breadth self-efficacy and work 
engagement. On the other hand, future role intent (FRI) scale and information-seeking behavior 
(IS) scale required further examination. The items for the future role intent (FRI) scale showed a 
three-factor structure in PCA, while parallel analysis indicated a two-factor structure. Since 
parallel analysis is known to be more reliable, only the items related to the first two factors were 
retained. As a result, two items (FRI 5 and FRI 6) that belonged to the third factor were removed.  
The final factor solution for the FRI scale is presented in Table 4.6. Future role intent is 
composed of two variables, role expansion and role attachment. The items for role expansion 
were concerned with bigger responsibilities in the future. On the other hand, the items for role 
attachment were concerned with one’s attachment to the project management role.   
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Table 4.6 
Final Factor Solutions for Future Role Intent Scale 
Factors  Sub-constructs  Items  
Future role 
intent  
Role expansion FRI8, FRI9, FRI10, FRI11, FRI12  
Role attachment  FRI1, FRI2, FRI4, FRI7  
 
As for the information-seeking behavior (IS) scale, the results indicated a one-factor 
model for the composite items for phases and a two-factor model for the composite items for 
sources. In the source-based approach, all items related with supervisors and peers loaded on one 
factor, and the items related with subordinates loaded onto the other factor. Since the PCA result 
for the IS scale was difficult to interpret, confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to 
further investigate the factor structure of the IS scale. The main goal was to clarify the PCA 
results and find the optimal factor structure for the information-seeking behavior (IS) scale. A 
series of alternative models that reflect different factor structures were estimated using maximum 
likelihood (ML) function. Overall, the phase models had a better fit than source models. As 
shown in Table 4.7, a three-factor structure that represents project phases provides the best-
fitting model among the possible structures. The chi-square test indicated that the three-factor 
phase model was significantly better than the one-factor phase model (   =253.767 ∆ df=3 
p=.000). 
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Table 4.7 
Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA)  
Measurement Model  Chi-square CFI  RMSEA 
Information-seeking 
Behavior  
   
- source model – one factor  
- source model – two factor 
- source model – three factor 
468.038 
267.24 
107.795 
 
0.609 
0.786 
0.926 
0.313 
0.236 
0.144 
- phase model- one factor  400.413 0.865 0.176 
- phase model- three factor  146.646 0.966 0.9 
Note. CFI > .90, RMSEA < .05 represents a good model (Byrne, 2001). 
It is not uncommon to see that the factor solution from exploratory factor analysis 
(equivalent to PCA in this study) does not correspond with the CFA results (Van Prooijen & Van 
der Kloot, 2001). CFA typically is more conservative than exploratory factor analysis (cf. Bollen, 
1989); therefore the factor structures confirmed in the CFA results were used for this study. The 
final factor solution for the IS scale is shown in Table 4.8. 
Table 4.8 
Final Factor Solutions for Information-seeking Behavior Scale  
Factors  Sub-constructs  Items  
Information-seeking behavior  Planning Plan1, Plan2, Plan3, Plan4 
Implementation  Imp1, Imp2, Imp3, Imp4, Imp5, Imp6 
Closing  Clos1,Clos2, Clos3 
 
 Descriptive statistics. Descriptive statistics were computed to provide information 
about (1) the characteristics of the respondents, and (2) the characteristics of the variables 
investigated in this study.  
 Characteristics of the respondents. After data cleaning, a total of 168 valid cases were 
available. A summary of the demographic characteristics of the respondents is in Table 4.9. The 
majority of the respondents was male and had graduated from 4 year university or graduate 
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school. The respondents averaged between 11 and 12 years with the organization. Most were 
directors, managers, or deputy general manager. Their average project management experience 
was 6 years and the average percentage of working hours spent on project management was 
62.7%. A summary of the demographic characteristics for each participant organization is in 
Appendix D. 
Table 4.9 
Summary of Demographic Characteristics (N=168) 
Gender Male 82.7% Female 17.3%  
Education 
 
4 year university 53.6%, Graduate school 42.9%,  
Community college 1.8%, High school 0.6%   
Rank Director 36.3%, Manager 28%,  
Deputy general manager 22%, Assistant manager 7.1%, Staff 0.6%  
Organizational tenure  0-5 years 31.5%, 6-10 years 19.4%, 11-15 years: 16.7%, 
16- 20 years 17.8%, 21- 30 years 14.3% 
Project management 
experience(year) 
0-5 years 57.1%, 6-10 years 28.6%, 11-20 years 13.69% 
20 or more 0.6%  
Time spent on project 
management (percentage) 
10-30% of working hours 14.9%, 35-60% of working hours 33.3%, 
70-100% of working hours 51.79%  
  
 Because the two pharmaceutical firms seemed very similar in terms of the way projects 
are utilized it appeared the data from these two organizations could be treated as one group for 
data analysis. To verify this assumption, a Welch’s t-test (1951) was computed in SPSS. Welch’s 
t-test is an adaptation of Student’s t-test intended for use with two samples having possibly 
unequal variance. The test statistic revealed that the mean differences for the demographic 
characteristics and the variables of interest from the two companies are not statistically 
significant (p<0.01) with the exception of rank, organizational tenure, project management 
experience, and job autonomy. Since all other variables closely tied to project management roles 
did not significantly differ across the respondents from the two organizations, a decision was 
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made to merge data from the two pharmaceutical companies into one. A summary of the t-test 
results can be found in Appendix E. As a result of the merge, five groups of responses remained 
in the dataset representing pharmaceutical, IT, business consulting, research and construction. 
Because of this data characteristic, dummy variables that represent each group were used as 
control variables in the regression analysis. In doing this, the effect of mean difference among 
the groups on the regression results can be removed (Cohen et al., 2003).  
 Characteristics of the variables. Future role intent was measured with 9 items that 
represent the two sub-dimensions, role expansion and role attachment. The mean value for future 
role intent was 3.81 where the mean value for role expansion was slightly higher (M=3.94, 
SD=.61) than that of role attachment (M=3.69, SD=.61). Information-seeking behavior was 
designed to measure three sub-dimensions, planning, implementation, and closing, with 49 items 
in total. The mean value of information-seeking behavior was 3.53, which is the lowest score 
among all the variables investigated in this study. Among the sub-dimensions, the mean value of 
the closing phase was most high (M=3.47, SD=.76), and this was followed by planning phase 
(M=3.56, SD=.71), and the implementation phase (M=3.47, SD=.72).  
 Work engagement was measured with 9 items that represent the three sub-dimensions, 
vigor, dedication, and absorption. The mean value for work engagement was 3.87. The mean 
value of dedication and absorption were identical (M=4.03) while that of vigor was slightly 
lower (M=3.54, SD=0.78). Job autonomy was measured using 3 items in total and the mean 
value was 3.68. Coworker trust was measured using 10 items that represent two sub-dimensions: 
cognition-based trust and emotion-based trust. The mean value of cognition-based trust (M=3.76, 
SD=0.49) was slightly higher than that of emotion-based trust (M=3.71, SD=0.51). Finally, role 
breadth self-efficacy was measured with 8 items and the mean value was 3.9 which is the highest 
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mean value among all variables investigated in this study. Table 4.10 present a summary of the 
characteristics of the independent and dependent variables.  
Table 4.10 
Descriptive Statistics for Dependent and Independent Variables (N=168) 
Variable Number of  
Items 
Mean SD Variance 
Future role intent  9 3.81  0.59  0.35  
Role expansion 5 3.94  0.69  0.47  
Role attachment 4 3.69  0.61  0.37  
Information-seeking behavior  49 3.53  0.68  0.46  
Planning 12 3.56  0.71  0.50  
Implementation 18 3.47  0.72  0.52  
Closing 9 3.57  0.76  0.57  
Work engagement 9 3.87  0.64  0.41  
Vigor 3 3.54  0.78  0.61  
Dedication  3 4.03  0.65  0.43  
Absorption 3 4.03  0.65  0.42  
Job autonomy  3 3.68  0.78  0.62  
Coworker trust 10 3.73  0.44  0.20  
Cognition-based trust  5 3.76  0.49  0.24  
Emotion-based trust  5 3.71  0.51  0.26  
Role breadth self-efficacy 8 3.90  0.44      0.19  
    
Reliability Analysis 
 Since some changes were made to the factor solution as a result of PCA and CFA, 
reliability estimates were computed for all existing and modified scales. Cronbach’s alpha for the 
factors and its sub-constructs ranged between 0.77 and 0.951 (>.70, Nunnally & Bernstein, 1991), 
demonstrating that the scales can reliably measure the studied variables. Table 4.11 displays a 
summary of the reliability analysis. ‘Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted’ column in SPSS results 
indicated that there is no potentially problematic item that hinders internal consistency of the 
scales. 
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Table 4.11 
Results of Reliability Analysis  
Factors  Number  
of Items 
Sub-constructs  
(the number of items) 
Cronbach’s alpha  
 
Coworker trust  10  0.874 
   Cognition-based trust (5) 0.854 
  Affect-based trust (5) 0.804 
Work engagement  9  0.924 
   Vigor (3) 0.893 
   Dedication (3) 0.772 
   Absorption (3) 0.787 
Job autonomy  3  0.924 
Role breadth self-
efficacy  
8 
 0.854 
Information-seeking  
Behavior  
  
13  0.968 
  Planning (4) 0.916 
  Implementation (6)  0.954 
  Closing (3) 0.951 
Future role intent  11  0.915 
  Role expansion (5)  0.933 
  Role attachment (4) 0.806 
 
Correlations 
 Table 4.12 displays the Person correlation coefficient values among the independent 
variables and the dependent variables. An average score was created with the items receiving 
equal weight resulting in the equivalent of an additive index (Delery, 1998). As for the variables 
that have an unequal number of items in their sub-constructs, the average scores of each sub-
construct were used to compute the final index.  
 The bivariate correlations among job autonomy, coworker trust, role breadth self-
efficacy, information-seeking behavior, work engagement and future role intent were examined. 
Future role intent was significantly correlated with work engagement, job autonomy, coworker 
trust, and role breadth self-efficacy. Contrary to the expectation, information-seeking behavior 
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was significantly correlated with work engagement only (r=.338). The correlation between 
information-seeking behavior and job autonomy was non-significant and negative. As expected, 
work engagement was significantly correlated with future role intent, information-seeking 
behavior, job autonomy, coworker trust, and role breadth self-efficacy.  
Table 4.12 
Pearson Correlation Coefficients  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. FRI       
2. IS .072..          
3. WkEng .286
**
 .338
**
     
4. JobAuto .457
**
 -.111.. .229
**
    
5. CoTrust .401
**
 .013.. .191
*..
 .445
**
   
6. RBSE .666
**
 .105.. .301
**
 .511
**
 .449
**
  
Note. *p<0.5 **p<0.1 ***p<0.001 RBSE= role breadth self-efficacy, IS= information-seeking 
behavior, WkEng=work engagement, FRI= future role intent, JobAuto=job autonomy, 
CoTrust=coworker trust  
 
Hypothesis Testing  
 The research hypotheses for this study were tested using one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA, a paired sample t-test, and hierarchical regression analysis. Hypothesis 1 focused on 
describing changes in the extent of information-seeking behavior across phases. Thus, one-way 
repeated measures ANOVA and a paired sample t-test were employed to test this hypothesis. 
One-way repeated measures ANOVA was used to compare multiple responses from the same 
respondent, respondents’ perceptions of information-seeking frequency for three discernible time 
periods. A paired sample t-test was utilized to confirm the result of one-way repeated measures 
ANOVA.  
 The rest of the hypotheses, Hypotheses 2a-5b, were tested using hierarchical regression 
analysis. Hierarchical regression is a variation of linear regression analysis where multiple 
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variables, or groups of variables, are entered in steps. By using hierarchical regression analysis, it 
is possible to block out the effects of individual and contextual influences that are not the 
primary interest in this study. That is because the researcher can decide the order in which the 
predictors are entered. For the purpose of this study, a three step approach was employed. As a 
first step, respondents’ demographic and job characteristics, and company membership variables 
were entered into the model to account for any systematic variance they may create in the 
dependent variables. The independent variables were entered as a second step and the 
moderating variables are entered as a third step. Results from the analyses are presented in Table 
4.13 to 4.18. The result of each hypothesis is presented separately in the numerical order.  
 Hypothesis 1 proposes that the extent of information-seeking behavior will vary across 
project phases. To test this hypothesis, information-seeking behavior scores were aggregated by 
three project phases – planning, implementation and closing. Using the mean function in SPSS, 
missing values were taken into account when creating average scores for each case.  
 Table 4.13 presents the mean and variance of information-seeking frequency for each 
project phase. Since the scale also separates three information sources, supervisor, peers, and 
team members, the mean and variance information for each source was also computed.  
Table 4.13 
Frequency of Information-seeking Behavior (N=168)  
  Planning Implementation Closing 
Frequency M Variance M Variance   M Variance 
Total  3.55 0.69 3.48 0.711   3.58 0.742 
   Supervisor/Sponsor  3.52 0.79 3.39 0.86   3.49 0.9 
   Peer  3.31 0.94 3.12 1.13   3.11 1.39 
   Subordinate  3.83 0.7 3.92 0.61   4.11 0.56 
Note. A 5-point scale was used. The underlined value is the highest value in each column.  
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 As shown in Table 4.13, the mean score for information-seeking behavior was the 
highest during the closing phase and the lowest during the implementation phase, wherein the 
planning phase was placed in between the two phases. Among the three information sources, 
subordinates were most frequently being sought for information by the project managers in all 
three phases. Another notable observation within each source is that information seeking from 
supervisors and peer project managers are the highest during the planning stage. On the contrary, 
information seeking from subordinates was the highest during the closing phases.   
 To assess whether the mean of responses from the three phases show a significant 
difference, one-way repeated measures ANOVA was run. The result of repeated measure 
ANOVA showed a significant difference in the extent of information-seeking behavior across 
three project phases (F=4.354, p=0.017), thereby providing evidence in support of Hypothesis 1. 
 Although ANOVA provides information about whether or not a significant difference 
exists across the three phases but does not pinpoint where differences come from. Therefore, a 
series of paired sample t-test was conducted to describe the change in information-seeking 
behavior in more detail. As shown in Table 4.14, the results of paired sample t-tests revealed that 
the extent of information-seeking behavior significantly differed between the planning and the 
implementation phases (p=.026 <.05) and between the implementation and the closing phases 
(p=.001 <.05). Yet the planning and the closing phases did not exhibit a significant difference 
(p=.520). In sum, the extent of information-seeking significantly varied across the project phases. 
Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was supported.  
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Table 4.14 
Paired Sample t-test Results  
 
Variables 
Paired differences 
t Sig. 
Mean s.d. 
Pair 
1 
Planning  
vs. Implementation  
0.739 .434 2.242 .026 
Pair 
2 
Planning  
vs. Closing 
-.026 .541 -.645 .520 
Pair 
3 
Implementation vs. Closing  -.1 .408 -3.243 .001 
 
 Job context and individual influences on information-seeking behavior 
(Hypotheses 2a, 2b, 2c) 
 Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2c state that job autonomy, coworker trust, and role breadth self-
efficacy are positively associated to information-seeking behavior. Although the regression 
coefficient for coworker trust is in the predicted direction, the relationship between coworker 
trust and information-seeking behavior was not significant. Therefore, Hypothesis 2a was not 
supported. On the other hand, the regression coefficient of job autonomy shows a significant 
relationship between job autonomy and information-seeking behavior, yet the direction of the 
relationship is opposite from what was expected (β= -.296, p<.01).Thus, Hypothesis 2b was not 
supported. 
 Hypothesis 2c states that role breadth self-efficacy is positively related to information-
seeking behavior. As shown in model 2 in Table 4.15, role breadth self-efficacy had a significant, 
positive effect on information-seeking behavior (β= .188, p<.5). Thus, hypothesis 2c was 
supported. A summary of the regression results are shown in Table 4.15 under Model 2.  
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Table 4.15  
Linear Regression Results for Information-seeking Behavior    
Step/Variable  Information-seeking Behavior 
 
Model 1 Model 2 
Step One: Control variables 
  
Rank .193* .23** 
Education  .044 .04 
Time spent on project management -.007 -.03 
Pharma -.014 .026 
IT .103 .162 
Research .124 .157† 
Construction  .04 .091 
Step Two: Independent variables 
  
RBSE 
 
.188* 
job autonomy 
 
-.296** 
coworker trust  
 
.059 
   
   .063  .124 
Adjusted    .021  .066 
F 1.491 2.13* 
Note: only standard beta coefficients are reported. †p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 Job context and individual influences on work engagement (Hypotheses 3a, 3b, 
3c) 
 Hypothesis 3a states that coworker trust is positively associated with work engagement.  
Hypothesis 3b states that job autonomy is positively associated with work engagement. 
Furthermore, Hypothesis 3c predicted that role breadth self-efficacy exerts a positive influence 
on work engagement. A multiple regression model was tested to investigate role breadth self-
efficacy, job autonomy, and coworker trust as independent variables and work engagement as the 
dependent variable. Table 4.16 summarizes the result of the regression analysis concerning the 
job context and individual influences on work engagement.  
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Table 4.16  
Linear Regression Results for Work Engagement   
Step/Variable  Work Engagement  
 
Model 1 Model 2 
Step One: Control variables   
Rank .326*** .283*** 
Education  -.075 -.053 
Time spent on project management .077 .053 
Pharma .000 .036 
IT -.122 -.082 
Research .04 .054 
Construction  .024 .039 
Step Two: Independent variables   
RBSE  .178* 
Job autonomy  .033 
Coworker trust   .078 
 
  
   .149 .204 
Adjusted    .111 .152 
 
  
F 3.859* 3.882* 
Note: only standard beta coefficients are reported. †p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 As shown under Model 2 in Table 4.16, the relationships between the two job context 
factors, job autonomy and coworker trust, and work engagement were positive but none were 
significant. Thus, Hypothesis 3a and 3b were not supported. On the other hand, the regression 
coefficient for role breadth self-efficacy was positive and also significant (b=.188, p<0.05). This 
provides support for Hypothesis 3c which predicted a positive association between role breadth 
self-efficacy and work engagement.  
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 Moderating effect of role breadth self-efficacy on information-seeking behavior 
and work engagement (Hypothesis 4a and 4b) 
 Hypothesis 4a states that role breadth self-efficacy will moderate the effect of coworker 
trust and job autonomy on information-seeking behavior. Hypothesis 4b states that role breadth 
self-efficacy will moderate the effect of coworker trust and job autonomy on work engagement. 
To test these hypotheses, the product term of role breadth self-efficacy and job autonomy and the 
product term of role breadth self-efficacy and coworker trust were entered into respective 
regression model along with the three independent variables, role breadth self-efficacy, job 
autonomy, and coworker trust. None of these product terms were significant. Therefore, 
Hypotheses 4a and 4b were not supported. A summary of these results are in Table 4.17.  
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Table 4.17 
Linear Regression Results for Information-seeking Behavior and Work Engagement    
Step/Variable  
Information-seeking 
Behavior 
Work Engagement 
 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Step One: Control variables 
  
  
Rank .23** .238* .283*** .272*** 
Education  .04 .03 -.053 -.034 
Time spent on project management -.03 -.043 .053 .06 
Pharma .026 .04 .036 .038 
IT .162 .176 -.082 -.087 
Research .157† .175† .054 .049 
Construction  .091 .1 .039 .035 
Step Two: Independent variables 
  
  
RBSE .188* .017 .178* -.063 
job autonomy -.296** -1.334 .033 1.023 
coworker trust  .059 .335 .078 -1.275 
rbse*job autonomy 
 
1.197  -1.141 
rbse*coworker trust 
 
-.328  1.636† 
     
   .124 .132  .204 .172 
Adjusted    .066 .062  .152 .135 
F 2.13* 1.883* 3.882* 3.511*** 
Note: only standard beta coefficients are reported. †p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 Influence of information-seeking behavior and work engagement on future role 
intent (Hypothesis 5a and 5b) 
 Hypothesis 5a predicted that information-seeking behavior would be positively related to 
future role intent. Hypothesis 5b states that work engagement would be positively associated 
with future role intent. Table 4.18 summarizes the result of the regression analysis concerning 
the influence of information-seeking behavior and work engagement on future role intent.  
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Table 4.18 
Linear Regression Results for Future Role Intent  
Step/Variable  
Future Role Intent 
(FRI) 
FRI –Role 
Expansion 
FRI- Role 
Attachment 
 
Model 1 Model 2  Model 1 Model 2  Model 1 Model 2  
Step One: Control 
variables       
Rank .195* .125 .189* .124 .162* .101 
Education  -.008 .011 .015 .029 -.033 -.012 
Time spent on project 
management 
.124 .106 .08 .066 .149† .131 
Pharma -.159 -.159 -.153 -.153 -.133 -.134 
IT -.198† -.166 -.199† -.178 -.157 -.12 
Research -.1 -.105 -.128 -.137 -.048 -.048 
Construction  -.024 -.028 -.036 -.041 -.006 -.008 
       
Step Two: Independent 
variables 
      
Information-seeking 
behavior  
 -.032  .014  -.078 
Work engagement    .234**  .192*  .234** 
 
      
   .082 .125 .069 .102 .073 .114 
Adjusted    .04 .073 .026 .049 .031 .062 
 
      
F 1.965† 2.411* 1.624 1.918† 1.728 2.176* 
Note: only standard beta coefficients are reported. †p<0.10; *p<0.05; **p<0.01; ***p<0.001 
 As shown under Model 2 for future role intent in Table 4.18, the regression coefficient 
for information-seeking behavior was the opposite from expected and also non-significant. Thus, 
Hypothesis 5a was not supported. On the other hand, the regression coefficient for work 
engagement was positive and significant (β= .234, p<.01), suggesting that work engagement 
positively and significantly influence future role intent. Therefore, Hypothesis 5b was supported. 
 Furthermore, the significant effect of work engagement on future role intent was 
consistent across the two sub-dimensions of future role intent: the relationship between work 
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engagement and role attachment (β= .234, p<.01) was slightly bigger and stronger than the 
relationship between work engagement and role expansion (β= .192, p<.05).  
 In sum, the test results of 11 research hypotheses supported the following relationships: 
the extent of information-seeking behavior significantly changed across project phases. Role 
breadth self-efficacy had a direct impact on both information-seeking behavior and work 
engagement. Work engagement had a significant impact on future role intent. Besides the results 
from hypothesis testing, rank significantly affected information-seeking behavior (β=.23 p<0.01), 
and work engagement (β=.283 p<0.001). 
Additional Analysis for Mediation Effects  
 An additional analysis was done to examine mediation effects of work engagement and 
role breadth self-efficacy. Although the study did not include the mediation effect of work 
engagement, it was expected that work will mediate the influence of job autonomy, coworker 
trust, and role breadth self-efficacy on future role intent. In addition, since the study did not find 
support for the moderating role of role breadth self-efficacy, the effects of role breadth self-
efficacy in mediating the influence of job autonomy and coworker trust on work engagement 
were explored.   
 To test the mediation effects, standard mediation test procedure described by Baron and 
Kenny (1986) was used. The four steps suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986) were: 1) the 
independent variable should be significantly related to the dependent variable; 2) the independent 
variable should be significantly related to the mediator; 3) the mediator should be significantly 
related to the dependent variable; and 4) the mediator should be significantly related to the 
dependent variable after controlling for the independent variable. The presence of mediating 
effects was confirmed by the bootstrapping method (MacKinnon, Lockwood, and Williams, 
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2004; Preacher & Hayes, 2008; Shrout and Bolger, 2002). 90% percentile bootstrap confidence 
interval was obtained using 1000 bootstrap samples. The results for 3 mediating effects of work 
engagement and 2 mediating effects of role breath self-efficacy are presented separately.    
 Work engagement on future role intent  
 Table 4.19 presents the result of mediation effect of work engagement for each 
antecedent – job autonomy, coworker trust, and role breadth self-efficacy—and future role intent. 
Table 4.19 
Test of Mediation Effects of Work Engagement on Future Role Intent  
Model Antecedent 
Step 1  
 
Step 2  
 
Step 3 
 
Step 4 90% Bootstrap 
CI FRI 
 
WE 
 
FRI 
 
FRI 
1 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE LL UL 
CT  .37** .02 
 
.17* .03 
    
.34** .02 .003 .027 
WE  
      
.22* .05 
 
.16* .05 
  
2 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE LL UL 
JA  .43** .02 
 
.16* .03 
    
.40** .02 .002 .021 
WE 
      
.22* .05 
 
.15* .05 
  
3 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE LL UL 
RBSE  .63** .22 
 
.23** .41 
    
.62** .23 -.022 .261 
WE  
      
.22* .05 
 
.07 .04 
  
Note. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. CT= Coworker Trust, JA= Job 
Autonomy, RBSE=Role Breadth Self-efficacy, WE= Work Engagement, CI= Confidence 
Interval, LL=Lower Limit, UL=Upper Limit. Mediating effects where CI does not include zero 
are indicated in bold face   
  
 From Model 1 and 2 in Table 4.19, respective relationships between independent 
variable, mediator, and the dependent variables were all significant. In the full models (see Step 
4 for Model 1 and 2, Table 4.19), work engagement is still significantly related to future role 
intent and the effect of the independent variable (coworker trust and job autonomy) slightly 
decreased, indicating partial mediation. In Model 3, however, the mediating effect of work 
engagement was not significant after controlling for the independent variable (β = .07, p > .05; 
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Step 4, Model 3, Table 4.19). The result indicates that work engagement does not mediate the 
effect of role breadth self-efficacy on future role intent. The bootstrap confidence interval was 
consistent with this result. For Model 1 and 2, the confidence interval for each of the mediation 
effects did not include zero, indicating that there are significant mediation effects; however this 
was not the case for Model 3. In sum, the test results confirmed the mediating role of work 
engagement in the relation between job autonomy and future role intent and between coworker 
trust and future role intent. Yet, no mediation effect was found the relation between role breadth 
self-efficacy and future role intent. The schematic representation of the mediation effect is 
presented in Figure 4.1 
Figure 4.1. 
Schematic Representation of the Mediation Effects of Work Engagement  
 
 
 Role breadth self-efficacy on work engagement   
 Table 4.20 presents the result of mediation effect of role breadth self-efficacy for each 
antecedent –coworker trust and job autonomy—and work engagement. 
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Table 4.20  
Test of Mediation Effects of Role Breath Self-efficacy on Work Engagement  
Model Antecedent 
Step 1  
 
Step 2  
 
Step 3 
 
Step 4 
90% Bootstrap CI 
WE 
 
RBSE 
 
WE 
 
WE 
4 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE LL UL 
CT .17* .03  .41*** .01     .09 .03 .025 .080 
RBSE       .23* .41  .19* .46   
5 
 β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE 
 
β SE LL UL 
JA .16* .03  .50** .01     .06 .03 .019 .067 
RBSE       .23* .41  .20* .48   
Note. Standardized regression coefficients are reported. CT= Coworker Trust, JA= Job 
Autonomy, RBSE=Role Breadth Self-efficacy, WE= Work Engagement, CI= Confidence 
Interval, LL=Lower Limit, UL=Upper Limit. Mediating effects where CI does not include zero 
are indicated in bold face   
 
 From Model 4 and 5 in Table 4.20, respective relationships among independent variable, 
mediator, and dependent variables were all significant, meeting the first, second, and the third 
requirement of Baron and Kenny (1986). When the mediator was included in the full model (see 
Step 4 for Model 4 and 5, Table 4.20), the effect of the independent variable in each model, 
coworker trust and job autonomy, was decreased and has become non-significant, indicating a 
full mediation. The bootstrap confidence interval was consistent with this result. The confidence 
interval for each of the mediation effects did not include zero, indicating that there is significant 
mediation effects. In sum, results of the mediation analysis support the mediating role of role 
breadth self-efficacy in the relation between coworker trust and work engagement and between 
job autonomy and work engagement. The schematic representation of the mediation effect is 
presented in Figure 4.2. 
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Figure 4.2 
Schematic Representation of the Mediation Effects of Role Breadth Self-efficacy  
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Chapter 5 
Summary, Discussion, and Implications 
 This chapter consists of three sections. The first section presents a summary of the 
results. The second section discusses the results of this study. The final section provides 
implications for future HRD research and practice.  
Summary of the Results 
 The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationships among two job context 
factors (coworker trust and job autonomy), one individual characteristic (role breadth self-
efficacy), information-seeking behavior, work engagement, and future role intent among Korean 
employees in project management roles. The collection of data was conducted in IT, consulting, 
pharmaceutical, construction firms and a research center in Korea. The summary of the results is 
provided below.  
 Information-seeking behavior of the respondents varied across the project phases. The 
extent of information-seeking behavior was higher during the planning and closing 
phases than it was in the implementation phase. Among project supervisors, peers, and 
team members, team members were sought most frequently for information in all three 
phases.  
 Although the respondents’ perceptions of job autonomy and coworker trust did not affect 
their information-seeking behavior, role breadth self-efficacy positively affected 
information-seeking behaviors. In other words, the respondents with high role breadth 
self-efficacy reported a greater extent of information-seeking behavior than those who 
had low role breadth-self efficacy.  
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 The respondents’ perceptions of job autonomy and coworker trust did not affect their 
work engagement; their role breadth self-efficacy positively influenced work 
engagement. In other words, the respondents with high role breadth self-efficacy were 
more engaged with their jobs than those who had low role breadth-self efficacy. 
 The respondents’ role breadth self-efficacy did not moderate the influence of job 
autonomy and coworker trust on information-seeking behavior and work engagement. 
Instead, it was found in the additional test that role breadth self-efficacy conveyed the 
effects of job autonomy and coworker trust on work engagement.  
 The respondents’ information-seeking behavior did not affect their future role intent; 
however, their work engagement had a significant, positive effect on future role intent. 
The effect of work engagement on future role intent was consistent across the two sub-
dimensions of future role intent: role attachment and role expansion.  
 Among the demographic variables, the respondents’ rank was positively associated with 
both information-seeking behavior and work engagement.  
Discussion 
 Patterns of information-seeking behavior across project phases  
 The study results show that the extent of information-seeking behavior of Korean 
employees in project management roles varied across the project phase. The frequency of 
information-seeking behavior in the planning phase and the closing phase were significantly 
higher than that in the implementation phase. This result suggests that the project life cycle 
framework applies to information-seeking behavior of the employees in project management 
roles, just as other behavioral phenomenon related to projects (see Pinto & Prescott, 1988). Yet 
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the reasons why the employees exhibited such a pattern in their information-seeking behavior 
require further discussion.  
 Although not part of the hypothesis, it was expected that the employees in project 
management roles would seek information more often in the planning stage, and then the 
frequency would gradually decrease as the project unfolds. This expectation was based on Berger 
and Calabrese’s (1975) proposition that uncertainty triggers for information-seeking behavior.  
Similarly, Grant and Ashford (2008) argued that because employees are motivated to reduce 
uncertainty when they face it, situational ambiguity will lead to proactive behavior. Since project 
uncertainty typically is the highest at the beginning of the project or the planning phase (Ward & 
Chapman, 2001), employees’ information seeking would be the highest at the beginning and 
gradually decrease as project goals, processes, and resources are defined and carried out. If that 
is the case, the trend of information-seeking behavior would start at the peak and move 
downward toward the end of the project life cycle.   
 However, this expectation was only partially met. Although the frequency of 
information-seeking behavior was high in the planning phase and then decreased in the 
implementation phase, it went up again in the closing phase despite supposedly low uncertainty 
toward the end of the project. A possible explanation of this result can be drawn from Gällstedt's 
(2003) qualitative study: the study found that project managers’ perceptions of pressure and 
stress are most extensive in the beginning and at the end of projects and are less in the middle of 
the project. This was in contrast with team members’ perceptions of stress which were most high 
before the goals were clearly defined. Because the employees in project management roles have 
the ultimate responsibility to deliver the project outcomes, verify that all work has been 
accomplished, and bring the project to closure (see Turner, 1999), there may be a greater need to 
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communicate with other stakeholders, arrange documentation, and coordinate team members’ 
activities. Thus, the pressure and stress may accumulate due to high levels of job demands during 
the closing phase. Since information is a job resource that is instrumental to dealing with job 
demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), the employees may had sought more information during 
the closing phase compared to the implementation phase.  
 Job context and individual influences on information-seeking behavior   
 This study hypothesized that two job context factors, coworker trust and job autonomy, 
will positively affect the extent of information-seeking behavior among employees with project 
management roles. These hypotheses were not supported by the data.  
 The regression coefficient for coworker trust showed a small, non-significant 
relationship between coworker trust and information-seeking behavior (β = .059, p > 0.5). This is 
a surprising finding. Prior research provides ample evidence that trust toward an information 
source predicted information-seeking behavior (Cross et al., 2001; Edmondson, 1999; Huang, 
2012). Similar results were found for knowledge sharing behavior that includes seeking and 
provision of information (Holste & Fields, 2010; Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 1998). In 
particular, the relationship between trust and knowledge sharing was supported at both dyad 
(Chowdhury, 2005) and organizational levels ((Kankanhalli, Tan, & Wei, 2005).  
 One explanation for the result of the current study is that other factors such as status 
distance and hierarchy distance may exert more powerful influence on information-seeking 
behavior than trust. According to Adler (2001), different forms of organizations combine 
market/price, hierarchy/authority, and community/trust in different proportions, and trust is the 
key coordinating mechanism in organizations in the community form. Korean culture is known 
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to exhibit relatively high power distance and this translates to hierarchical relationships and 
paternalistic leadership in business organizations (Bae & Lawler, 2000  
).Rank was significantly related to information-seeking behavior (β = .24, p < .01), providing 
some evidence that this might be the case in the participant organizations. Hierarchy often 
combines with bureaucracy and market-orientation rather than trust (Adler, 2001). It could be 
that due to the culture characterized by hierarchy and authority, one’s trust in coworkers may 
exert a weaker influence on his or her work behaviors than it would have been in organizations 
in other countries that emphasize the culture of community.  
 The regression coefficient for job autonomy showed a significant negative relationship 
with information-seeking behavior (β = -.296, p < 0.01). This result is counterintuitive given that 
job autonomy is one of the major factors that increase employees’ proactive behaviors or active 
approach toward one’s work (Grant & Ashford, 2008). This result indicates that the employees 
with greater discretion in their work schedule and methods will seek less information than those 
with less discretion. This unexpected finding may be also due to the particularity of Korean 
organizational culture. Employees working in organizations that have strong hierarchy may not 
be as motivated by job autonomy because perceived risks for failure is high in such organizations. 
Several studies also found that the influence of job autonomy on employee satisfaction, 
supported by many studies conducted in the United States, was not significant in Korean 
organizations (Rhee, 1990; Seo, Ko, & Price, 2004). This suggests that job autonomy in Korean 
context may have different meaning to employees’ motivation and behaviors toward their work.  
 As hypothesized, role breadth self-efficacy was positively associated with information-
seeking behavior. The regression coefficient of role breadth self-efficacy for information-seeking 
behavior was .188 (p < 0.5), suggesting that role breadth self-efficacy is a significant predictor of 
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the employees in project management roles. That is, those employees who are confident in taking 
a broader set of tasks are more likely to seek information from their supervisors, peers, and team 
members during the project period. In other words, employees’ efficacy beliefs for flexible 
performance contribute to actual behaviors toward changing job demands in the project 
environment.  
 This result lends some support to the premise that information-seeking behavior of the 
employees in project management roles is indeed proactive in its nature. Role breadth self-
efficacy has consistently been found to predict various proactive behaviors that represent 
employees’ active approach to their work (Ohly & Fritz, 2007; Parker et al., 2006). On the 
contrary, self-efficacy is generally known to have a negative relationship with information-
seeking behavior (Kozlowski & Ostroff, 1987; Louis, 1980; Northcraft & Ashford, 1990). That 
is because self-efficacious individuals rely on their own resources in the face of new 
circumstance or problems. Therefore, the fact that a positive relationship has been observed 
between role breadth self-efficacy and information-seeking behavior in the current study serves 
as evidence that the study’s view of information-seeking behavior as a proactive behavior holds 
in this research context. 
 Job context and individual influences on work engagement  
 This study hypothesized that the two job context factors, coworker trust and job 
autonomy, will exert a positive influence on work engagement of the employees in project 
management roles. These two hypotheses were not supported by the data. The results showed a 
small, positive effect of coworker trust on work engagement; however the relationship was not 
significant (β = .078, p > 0.5). This was contrary to the expectation. A positive relationship 
between coworker trust and work engagement was predicted based on the proposition that 
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employees who perceive their colleagues to be trustworthy have a greater chance to obtain 
greater social support which enhances their work engagement. Previous research generally shows 
a positive relationship between coworker trust and job attitudes, such as job satisfaction, 
organizational involvement, affective commitment, and lowered turnover intent (Cook & Wall, 
1980; Ferres et al., 2004). 
  For job autonomy, a positive relationship with work engagement was predicted. The 
regression coefficient for job autonomy was .033 (p > 0.5), suggesting that job autonomy is not a 
significant predictor of work engagement among the employees in project management roles. 
The result is inconsistent with the major literature on work engagement. The Job Demand-
Resource model suggests that autonomy is a major job resource that buffers the negative effects 
of job demands and helps employees to remain engaged with their work (Bakker & Demerouti, 
2007, 2008). Also, prior studies have found empirical support for the relationship between 
autonomy and work engagement (Bakker, 2004; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 
2007). 
 In the additional analysis for mediation effects, coworker trust and job autonomy had a 
significant effect on work engagement when examined separately, which is inconsistent with the 
main data analysis results that showed insignificant effects. The mixed results lend support to the 
explanation that coworker trust and job autonomy may not be the primary factors that shape 
employees’ work engagement in Korean organizational context. As discussed earlier, 
hierarchical organizational culture may exert a dominant influence on employees’ attitudes and 
behaviors in Korean organizations. Some evidence for this in the current study is seen in the 
significant effect of rank on work engagement (β = .326, p < 0.001). Because of the dominant 
influence of the organizational culture in Korean organizations, coworker trust and job autonomy 
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may have weaker influence on the employees. Thus, different results may be found if the same 
relationships are tested in organizations in Western countries.  
 As hypothesized, role breadth self-efficacy was positively associated with work 
engagement. The regression coefficient of role breadth self-efficacy for work engagement 
was .178 (p < 0.5), indicating that role breadth self-efficacy is a significant predictor of work 
engagement of the employees in project management roles. The result suggests that those 
employees who perceive themselves as competent in taking a broader set of tasks are also highly 
engaged in their work. Although both conceptual and empirical support suggest that self-efficacy 
positively influences work engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Xanthopoulou et al., 2007), 
no prior studies have examined the impact of role breadth self-efficacy on work engagement. 
The result of this study therfore extends the literature by providing empirical support that 
employees’ efficacy beliefs for flexible performance also motivates employees to effectively 
cope with job demands and maintain higher work engagement as a result.  
 Moderating effect of role breadth self-efficacy  
 This study also predicted that role breadth self-efficacy will moderate the influence of 
the two perceived job context factors, coworker trust and job autonony, on information-seeking 
behavior and work engagement respectively.The study results did not support these moderation 
hypotheses. This indicates that the effect of coworker trust and job autonomy on information-
seeking behavior and work engagement do not vary as a function of role breadth self-efficacy. 
Yet, additional analyses for mediation effects revealed that role breadth self-efficacy fully 
conveyed the effect of coworker trust and job autonomy on work engagement. These results 
suggest that coworker trust and job autonomy contribute to the project managers’ work 
engagement by enhancing their confidence in taking a broader set of tasks.  
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 Information-seeking behavior, work engagement and future role intent  
 This study hypothesized that information-seeking behavior will significantly affect 
future role intent of employees with project management roles. This hypothesis was not 
supported by the study data. A positive relationship between information-seeking behavior and 
future role intent was predicted based on the proposition that employees who seek information 
from colleagues are likely to be more effective in dealing with changing job demands, and as a 
result, develop more positive future role intent. The lack of supporting evidence for this 
hypothesis may be partially due to the way information-seeking behavior was measured in the 
current study. Because the responses for information-seeking behavior rest on a single project 
experience, it may fall short in fully representing the general tendency of the employees’ 
information-seeking behavior. This also suggests that a longitudinal approach would be 
necessary to accurately capture one’s general tendency for information-seeking behavior. 
 On the other hand, the result showed that work engagement positively affects future role 
intent of the employees with project management roles. The regression coefficient of work 
engagement is .234 (p < 0.01), indicating that work engagement is a significant predictor of 
future role intent. This result indicates that employees who are highly engaged in their work are 
likely to feel more attached to their roles and have the desire to assume more responsibilities in 
the future. Bakker and Demerouti (2008) argued that engaged workers are more likely to set 
goals for career success are capable of mobilizing resources to achieve those goals. In this regard, 
the study result extends the current literature by providing a specific account of how work 
engagement can affects employees’ career decisions for the future. Moreover, the additional 
analysis found that work engagement partially mediated the influence of coworker trust and job 
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autonomy on future role intent. This suggests that one’s perception of job context affects their 
future role intent by enhancing their work engagement.  
Implications  
 Implications for future HRD research  
 This study is one of the first attempts to study employees’ motivation to stay in the 
project management roles. Despite the growing demand for qualified and motivated project 
managers in many organizations that use project work (Turner, Huemann, & Keegan, 2008), 
little research, if at all, was done on this important group of employees in the field of HRD. The 
conceptualization of future role intent in this study is central to the argument that organizations 
should be more attentive to employees’ views and career intent. By developing the concept of 
future role intent and testing the effect of employees’ perception of job context, behaviors and 
attitudes, this study sought to provide an understanding of the contextual and individual factors 
that stimulate employees’ motivation to stay in the project management roles. The construct of 
future role intent provided in this study can be used to identify other organizational conditions 
and individual characteristic that relate to employees’ motivation to stay in the project 
management roles.  
 The result of this study provides several directions for future research.  
 First, more research is needed to investigate the effect of job context factors proposed in 
this study. Although this study did not provide support for the effects of job autonomy and 
coworker trust, both social support and control are important conditions that motivate employees 
to successfully cope with job demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Therefore, the question that 
relate to the influence of these factors requires further study. For future research, it is 
recommended that a longitudinal approach and a more comprehensive measure of job autonomy 
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are used. In particular, using a more comprehensive measure of job autonomy that addresses an 
employee’s control over tasks and resources may prove useful to gain a deeper understanding of 
the effect of autonomy on the employees in project management roles.  
 Second, future study should consider the influence of organizational culture and job 
context factors simultaneously in examining work engagement and future role intent. The result 
of this study revealed that rank was significantly associated with work engagement, and partially 
with future role intent. This study took this result as an indication that a strong organizational 
culture characterized by hierarchical relationships and high power distance exerts a dominant 
influence on employee behaviors and attitudes to the extent it overrides the influence of proximal 
factors in one’s job context. By considering organizational culture variables in conjunction with 
job context factors, it is possible to examine the relative importance of contextual factors in 
explaining differences in employees’ future role intent. This knowledge can offer practical 
implications for organizations to identify targeted areas to focus their HRD efforts on in order to 
enhance employees’ work engagement and future role intent.  
 Third, organizational policies on the project management role need to be considered as 
an important factor in future research. Organizations vary greatly in the ways they define the 
project management role, and organizational policies regarding employees in project 
management roles reflect their ideas about the project management role. Researchers have 
suggested that the existence of career paths, incentives, and training are likely to impact project 
managers’ performance and their career motivations (Bredin & Söderlund, 2012; Hölzle, 2010; 
Shenhar & Dvir, 2007). Therefore, examining organizational policies in addition to job context 
factors would be necessary to gain a holistic picture of the work environment that shape 
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employees’ work engagement and their intent to stay in the project management role in the 
future.  
 Fourth, to extend our knowledge on the employees in project management roles, more 
research is needed to investigate other attitudinal/behavioral factors related to employees’ active 
and flexible response to job demands. In this study, role breadth self-efficacy and information-
seeking behavior were investigated as important concepts that explain employees’ coping with 
changing job demands in project management roles. Other factors such as flexible role 
orientation, problem solving, and decision making may also relate to work engagement and 
future role intent. Examining those attitudes and behaviors will not only provide a greater 
understanding of the employees in project management roles but also generate practical 
implications for organizations which aim to build and maintain a flexible project workforce. 
  A revised conceptual framework for future research in Figure 5.1 summarizes the 
direction for future research. It presents job context and organizational policy as the two major 
categories that impact the project managers’ attitudes and behaviors related to the project 
managers’ active response to changing job demands. It should be noted that an organization is a 
system where its parts are interconnected. Thus, in the revised conceptual framework, 
organizational policies have both a direct effect as well as an indirect effect on project managers’ 
attitudes and behaviors via job context.  
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Figure 5.1 
A Revised Conceptual Framework for Future Research  
 
 Implications for HRD practice 
 The study also provides three practical implications for HRD practice in organizations in 
which employees’ project management performance is critical for organizational success.  
 First, senior leaders should ensure that adequate job resources are given to the 
employees in project management roles. Job resources for the project managers could be an 
access to records of past projects or the authority to choose project staff, or a participation in 
informational meetings with peer project managers who have done similar projects. The 
important issue might be, however, to identify job resources most needed by the employees in a 
particular division or in a particular organization. To this end, senior managers must establish 
both formal and informal communication channels with employees to find out relevant job 
resources and make them available to the employees in project management roles. That way, 
employees can maintain positive connections with their role although they may face challenging 
demands during the project period and also be motivated to stay in the role in the future.  
 Second, senior leaders and HRD practitioners must collaborate to identify and remove 
any job demands that consistently create high levels of stress among the employees in project 
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management roles. Stress audit is one of the possible diagnostic tools that can be used by HRD 
practitioners (see Gilbreath & Montesino, 2006). The purpose of a stress audit is to assess major 
sources of stress and stress moderators in the workplace. The result of stress audit provides 
information about which part of one’s work environment needs to be changed to alleviate 
excessive stress on the employees. Since the interventions that address major job stressors could 
involve changes in the work design, work processes, and division culture, it is critical that senior 
leaders make commitment to enhancing engagement of their employees by empowering HRD 
practitioners to implement necessary interventions that remove job stressors.  
 Finally, HRD practitioners must develop strategies that enhance employees’ confidence 
in taking a broad set of tasks (RBSE). That is because the employees with high RBSE 
perceptions are likely to seek information and maintain a positive connection with their jobs. 
Role breath self-efficacy is a malleable trait (Parker, 1998) and thus can be enhanced through 
various HRD strategies. Prior studies provide several recommendations. First, it would be 
important that organizations select the employees who are proactive and have high self-esteem 
(Parker, 1998) to serve in project management roles. Second, specific types of training, such as 
on-the-job training and technical training, could contribute to the development of RBSE (Axtell 
& Parker, 2003). In addition to types of training mentioned above, job rotations and job 
shadowing may also help increase employees’ RBSE by providing direct and indirect exposure 
to a broader set of tasks associated with the project management role. Third, work designs that 
involve increased task control and participation in decision making may contribute to 
development of RBSE (Axtell & Parker, 2003; Parker, 1998). In particular, granting the 
employees with sufficient control over project resource would contribute to their efficacy 
development, which in turn would lead to higher engagement in project management roles.  
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Conclusion  
 This study aimed to uncover the influence of job context factors on information-seeking 
behavior and work engagement, and their impact on future role intent of employees with project 
management responsibilities in Korean business organizations. Future role intent is a new 
construct that represents both employees’ attachment to their role and willingness to expand their 
roles in the future. The study findings suggest that work engagement has a significant 
relationship with future role intent. In addition, role breadth self-efficacy was found to exert a 
positive influence on both information-seeking behavior and work engagement. The findings of 
this study provide practical implications for organizations that aim to motivate, engage, and 
retain those employees in project management roles. 
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Appendix A 
Final Surveys 
Survey 1 
▶Information-seeking Behavior 
Employees engage in managing projects as part of their work. Projects are focused activities that 
are done over a period of time to produce an outcome, such as a report, a set of recommendations, 
or a product. Projects are usually done at the request of a client, whether they be internal or 
external to your organization. 
 
Please recall your most recent project management experience and indicate how often you 
sought information from others during each project stage.  
 
0. Project Characteristics 
How many people were involved the project (including yourself)?  
How long did the project last? (i.e 1 year and 10 month)  
1. Planning  
To what extent have you sought information from the following individuals when engaged in the 
tasks required during the planning of the project?  
 
 
 Activities 
1 2 3 4 5 
Never Seldom Someti-
mes 
Often Always 
Project  
Sponsor/ 
Supervisor 
Defining project requirements      
Identifying project resources      
Scheduling team activities       
Evaluating project risks       
Peer 
Project  
Manager 
Defining project requirements      
Identifying project resources      
Scheduling team activities      
Evaluating project risks      
Team  
Members 
Defining project requirements      
Identifying project resources      
Scheduling team activities      
Evaluating project risks      
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2. Implementation Stage  
To what extent have you sought information from the following individuals when engaged in the 
tasks required during the implementation of the project? 
 Activities 
1 2 3 4 5 
Never Seldom Someti-
mes 
Often Always 
Project  
Sponsor/ 
Supervisor 
Directing the work of others      
Negotiating changes in 
project expectations 
     
Helping team members 
improve their ability to meet 
project requirements 
     
Keeping track of the project 
progress 
     
Checking interim outcomes 
with the expected project 
outcomes  
     
Responding to unanticipated 
occurrences in the project 
     
Peer 
Project  
Manager 
Directing the work of others      
Negotiating changes in 
project expectations 
     
Helping team members 
improve their ability to meet 
project requirements 
     
Keeping track of the project 
progress 
     
Checking interim outcomes 
with the expected project 
outcomes 
     
Responding to unanticipated 
occurrences in the project 
     
Team  
Members   
Directing the work of others      
Negotiating changes in 
project expectations 
     
Helping team members 
improve their ability to meet 
project requirements 
     
Keeping track of the project 
progress 
     
Checking interim outcomes 
with the expected project 
outcomes 
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3. Close  
To what extent have you sought information from the following individuals when engaged in the 
tasks required during the closing of the project? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Responding to unanticipated 
occurrences in the project 
     
 Activities 
1 2 3 4 5 
Never Seldom Someti-
mes 
Often Always 
Project  
Sponsor/ 
Supervisor 
Verifying that the project 
expectations have been met 
     
Assuring that clients are satisfied 
with the project outcomes 
     
Assuring that all pertinent project 
records are most up-to-date  
     
Assuring financial closure      
Peer 
Project  
Manager 
Verifying that the project 
expectations have been met 
     
Assuring that clients are satisfied 
with the project outcomes 
     
Assuring that all pertinent project 
records are most up-to-date  
     
Team  
Members   
Verifying that the project 
expectations have been met 
     
Assuring that clients are satisfied 
with the project outcomes 
     
Assuring that all pertinent project 
records are most up-to-date  
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▶Work Engagement 
The following are questions regarding your work-related state of mind. Please indicate the extent 
to which you agree with the following statement.  
Statements 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither Agree 
or Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1 At my work, I feel bursting 
with energy 
     
2 At my job, I feel strong and 
vigorous. 
     
3 I am enthusiastic about my 
job. 
     
4 My job inspires me.      
5 When I get up in the morning, 
I feel like going to work. 
     
6 I feel happy when I am 
working intensely. 
     
7 I am proud of the work that I 
do. 
     
8 I am immersed in my work.      
9 I get carried away when I am 
working 
     
 
▶Background Information  
 What is your gender?  
 What job position do you hold?  
1) Staff    2)Assistant manager   3) Manager   4) Deputy general manager     
5) Director  6) Executive 
 What is the highest level of education you completed? 
1) High school   2) Community college    3)4 year university      
4) Graduate school 
 What is your tenure with the company?  
Rounded to the closest year. 
 
 
 What is your tenure with the role (project manager)?  
148 
Rounded to the closest year. 
 
 What percentage of your job involves managing projects?  percent  
 Which industry does the company belong to? 
1) Financial/banking business 
2) Manufacturing 
3) Retail and wholesale distribution 
4) Service 
5) Construction 
6) Others  
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Survey 2 
▶Future Role Intent 
Respond to the following statements from 1 to 5 on the extent to which you wish to assume a 
greater or lesser role in managing projects. 
Statements 
1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1 Being a project manager is highly 
satisfying to me. 
     
2 I have the necessary skills to be 
successful in this role. 
     
3 This role has a great prospect for 
promotion in this organization. 
     
4 If given a choice, I would remain in 
my current role as project manager. 
     
5 I would seek roles in the organization 
other than what I am doing right 
now. (R) 
     
6 If there is a chance to shift my role to 
something else in this organization, I 
would definitely take the 
opportunity. (R) 
     
7 I would not give up the current role 
as project manager for any other. 
     
8 I envision myself managing projects 
that are bigger than the ones I have 
manage previously  
     
9 I envision myself managing projects 
that have a higher strategic 
importance to the company 
compared to the ones I have 
managed previously.  
     
10 I envision myself managing projects 
that will give me greater autonomy in 
the way the project is carried out. 
     
11 I envision myself managing projects 
that will require a broader range of 
skills from me.  
     
12 I envision myself managing more 
project staff members than I have 
done previously. 
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▶Role Breadth Self-efficacy 
The following are questions regarding your level of confidence in carrying out a broader set of 
work tasks. Please indicate your level of confidence for each task below.  
 
How confident would you feel 1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all  
Confident 
Not very 
Confident 
Neutral Confident Very  
Confident 
1 Analyzing a long-term problem to 
find a solution 
     
2 Representing your work area in 
meetings with senior management 
     
3 Designing new procedures for 
your work area 
     
4 Making suggestions to 
management about ways to 
improve the working of your 
section 
     
5 Contributing to discussions about 
the company's strategy 
     
6 Writing a proposal to spend money 
in your work area 
     
7 Helping to set targets/goals in your 
work area 
     
8 Contacting people outside the 
company (e.g., suppliers, 
customers) to discuss problems 
     
9 Presenting information to a group 
of colleagues 
     
10 Visiting people from other 
departments to suggest doing 
things differently 
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▶Coworker Trust  
The following are questions regarding your level of trust in your coworkers. Please indicate the 
extent to which you agree with the following statement.  
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1 The people with whom I work 
approach his/her job with 
professionalism and dedication.  . 
     
2 Given track record of the people with 
whom I work with, I see no reason to 
doubt his/her competence and 
preparation for the job 
     
3 I can rely on the people with whom I 
work with not to make my job more 
difficult by careless work. 
     
4 Most people, even those who aren't 
close friends of the people with 
whom I work, trust and respect 
him/her as a coworker. 
     
5 Other work associates of mine who 
must interact with the people with 
whom I work consider him/her to be 
trustworthy. 
     
6 We have a sharing relationship. We 
can both freely share our ideas, 
feelings, and hopes.  
     
7 I can talk freely to The people with 
whom I work about difficulties I am 
having at work and know that they 
will want to listen 
     
8 We would both feel a sense of loss if 
one of us was transferred and we 
could no longer work together.  
     
9 If I shared my problems with the 
people with whom I work, I know 
they would respond constructively 
and caringly. 
     
10 I would have to say that we have 
both made considerable emotional 
investments in our working 
relationship. 
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▶Job Autonomy 
The following are questions regarding the degree of freedom you have to schedule and determine 
the method of how his/her work is to be accomplished. Please indicate the extent to which you 
agree with the following statement.  
(SD = strongly disagree, N = neither agree nor disagree, SA = strongly agree) 
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Neither 
Agree or 
Disagree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
1 I have significant autonomy in 
determining how I do my job 
     
2 I can decide on my own how to go 
about doing my work 
     
3 I have considerable opportunity for 
independence and freedom in how I 
do my job 
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Appendix B 
Principle Component Analysis Results 
1. Information-seeking Behavior  
A. Composite scale items by phase  
Total variance explained 
 
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 9.469 72.841 72.841 9.469 72.841 72.841 
2 0.951 7.317 80.158 
   
3 0.54 4.153 84.311 
   
 
 
Factor loadings 
 
 Rescaled  
Component Matrix 
 1 
Plan_1 .772 
Plan_2 .756 
Plan_3 .844 
Plan_4 .844 
Imp_1 .877 
Imp_2 .904 
Imp_3 .887 
Imp_4 .889 
Imp_5 .910 
Imp_6 .795 
Clos_1 .862 
Clos_2 .859 
Clos_3 .878 
 
     Scree plot 
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Parallel analysis 
PARALLEL ANALYSIS: 
 
Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 
 
Specifications for this Run: 
Ncases     168 
Nvars       13 
Ndatsets  1000 
Percent     95 
 
Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 
         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 
     1.000000     9.469290     1.493759     1.606933 
     2.000000      .951236     1.362143     1.443914 
     3.000000      .539949     1.267336     1.338168 
     4.000000      .400313     1.184812     1.241021 
     5.000000      .302537     1.111431     1.167374 
     6.000000      .266292     1.043432     1.095380 
     7.000000      .229222      .980981     1.028172 
     8.000000      .195415      .916703      .965890 
     9.000000      .164388      .854997      .903783 
    10.000000      .148654      .793816      .843396 
    11.000000      .138802      .733206      .784047 
    12.000000      .118355      .666975      .724093 
    13.000000      .075547      .590408      .652434 
 
 
 
B. Compressed scale items by source  
Total variance explained 
 Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulati
ve % 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulativ
e % 
1 4.553 57.343 57.343 4.631 51.453 51.453 4.009 44.539 44.539 
2 1.342 16.898 74.241 1.923 21.367 72.819 2.545 28.280 72.819 
3 0.747 9.408 83.649 
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Factor loadings 
 
 
Scree plot  
 Rescaled 
Component Matrix 
 Component 
 1 2 
PlanSp .682 .407 
PlanPer .837 .068 
PlanSub .180 .796 
ImpSp .799 .324 
ImpPer .910 .037 
ImpSub .111 .866 
CloseSp .672 .439 
ClosePer .934 .006 
CloseSub .089 .832 
 
 
 
Parallel analysis 
Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 
 
Specifications for this Run: 
Ncases     168 
Nvars        9 
Ndatsets  1000 
Percent     95 
 
Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 
         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 
     1.000000     4.721622     1.373378     1.499991 
     2.000000     1.889054     1.245069     1.332819 
     3.000000      .829546     1.146913     1.211202 
     4.000000      .537361     1.061896     1.115097 
     5.000000      .315377      .985628     1.034607 
     6.000000      .253003      .912754      .967087 
     7.000000      .193070      .839297      .899524 
     8.000000      .169985      .762051      .824155 
     9.000000      .090982      .673014      .742113 
 
 
156 
2. Future Role intent  
Total variance explained  
 Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
 Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
Total % of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 3.467 49.344 49.344 5.585 50.771 50.771 3.979 36.171 36.171 
2 1.364 19.406 68.750 1.783 16.213 66.983 2.347 21.332 57.503 
3 0.644 9.169 77.919 0.883 8.026 75.009 1.926 17.506 75.009 
4 0.328 4.661 82.580       
5 0.256 3.639 86.220       
Note. FRI_3 was dropped from the analysis due to low communality score (Communality score= .159 
<0.4).  
 
Factor loadings Scree plot 
 
 Rescaled Component Matrix 
 Component 
 1 2 3 
FRI_1 .401 .548 .238 
FRI_2 .341 .543 .073 
FRI_4 .335 .667 .410 
FRI_5 .091 .087 .898 
FRI_6 .008 .189 .910 
FRI_7 .220 .933 .047 
FRI_8 .844 .328 .128 
FRI_9 .890 .223 .150 
FRI_10 .842 .278 .000 
FRI_11 .825 .217 -.049 
FRI_12 .799 .333 .133 
Note. FRI_5 and FRI_6 were dropped from 
the final scale based on the parallel analysis 
results. 
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Parallel analysis results  
Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 
 
Specifications for this Run: 
Ncases     168 
Nvars        9 
Ndatsets  1000 
Percent     95 
 
Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 
         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 
     1.000000     4.721622     1.373378     1.499991 
     2.000000     1.889054     1.245069     1.332819 
     3.000000      .829546     1.146913     1.211202 
     4.000000      .537361     1.061896     1.115097 
     5.000000      .315377      .985628     1.034607 
     6.000000      .253003      .912754      .967087 
     7.000000      .193070      .839297      .899524 
     8.000000      .169985      .762051      .824155 
     9.000000      .090982      .673014      .742113 
 
 
 
3. Work Engagement  
Total variance explained  
 Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
 Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 3.722 63.135 63.135 5.644 62.714 62.714 
2 0.445 7.551 70.686    
3 0.407 6.902 77.588    
4 0.393 6.667 84.255    
5 0.297 5.034 89.289    
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Factor loadings 
 
Scree plot 
 Rescaled 
Component Matrix 
 1 
WkEng_1 .871 
WkEng_2 .890 
WkEng_3 .809 
WkEng_4 .705 
WkEng_5 .813 
WkEng_6 .729 
WkEng_7 .748 
WkEng_8 .808 
WkEng_9 .734 
 
 
 
 
Parallel analysis 
 
Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 
 
Specifications for this Run: 
Ncases     168 
Nvars        9 
Ndatsets  1000 
Percent     95 
 
Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 
         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 
     1.000000     5.657837     1.368409     1.486225 
     2.000000      .666362     1.242363     1.314892 
     3.000000      .611020     1.147087     1.210070 
     4.000000      .581860     1.060884     1.119024 
     5.000000      .497970      .988425     1.038046 
     6.000000      .330608      .915378      .966891 
     7.000000      .289388      .842170      .898606 
     8.000000      .244173      .762534      .822587 
     9.000000      .120782      .672751      .742088 
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4. Job autonomy  
Total variance explained  
 Initial Eigenvalues
a
 Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings 
 Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 1.849 86.913 86.913 2.605 86.848 86.848 
2 .158 7.405 94.319    
3 .121 5.681 100.000    
 
Factor loadings 
 
Scree plot 
 Rescaled 
Component 
Matrix 
 
 1 
job autonomy 1 .936 
job autonomy 2 .918 
job autonomy 3 .942 
 
 
Parallel analysis results  
Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 
 
Specifications for this Run: 
Ncases     168 
Nvars        3 
Ndatsets  1000 
Percent     95 
 
Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 
         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 
     1.000000     2.605903     1.124563     1.225081 
     2.000000      .225557      .995351     1.047939 
     3.000000      .168540      .880086      .954140 
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5. Coworker Trust  
Total variance explained 
 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 1.975 47.017 47.017 4.775 47.751 47.751 3.05 30.498 30.498 
2 0.549 13.075 60.093 1.293 12.933 60.684 3.019 30.186 60.684 
3 0.406 9.664 69.756 
      
4 0.289 6.87 76.626 
      
5 0.264 6.286 82.912 
      
 
Factor loadings Scree plot  
 
 
 Rotated component matrix 
 Component 
 1 2 
TruCog_1 .280 .788 
TruCog_2 .235 .805 
TruCog_3 .053 .840 
TruCog_4 .409 .661 
TruCog_5 .430 .599 
TruEmo_1 .729 .254 
TruEmo_2 .701 .190 
TruEmo_3 .700 .125 
TruEmo_4 .713 .277 
TruEmo_5 .735 .232 
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Parallel analysis 
Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 
 
Specifications for this Run: 
Ncases     168 
Nvars       10 
Ndatsets  1000 
Percent     95 
 
Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 
         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 
     1.000000     4.800234     1.402849     1.522121 
     2.000000     1.295872     1.276862     1.353298 
     3.000000      .784832     1.181306     1.246681 
     4.000000      .669499     1.095966     1.153031 
     5.000000      .655600     1.020128     1.073728 
     6.000000      .470325      .949389      .998664 
     7.000000      .403276      .878580      .932555 
     8.000000      .367768      .808997      .861878 
     9.000000      .324812      .736338      .793284 
    10.000000      .227782      .649584      .722667 
 
6. Role breadth self-efficacy  
Total variance explained  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Initial Eigenvalues 
Extraction Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
Rotation Sums of Squared 
Loadings 
 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulativ
e % 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 1.737 49.967 49.967 4.017 50.216 50.216 2.736 34.199 34.199 
2 0.451 12.979 62.946 0.889 11.108 61.324 2.17 27.126 61.324 
3 0.344 9.888 72.834 
      
4 0.284 8.162 80.997 
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Factor loadings Scree plot  
 
 
 Rotated component 
matrix 
 Component 
 1 2 
RBSE_1 .494 .475 
RBSE_2 .744 .239 
RBSE_4 .552 .409 
RBSE_5 .838 .055 
RBSE_6 .926 .076 
RBSE_7 .393 .704 
RBSE_9 .575 .501 
RBSE_10 .664 .337 
Note. RBSE_3 and RBSE_8 were 
dropped due to low communality scores 
(<0.4)  
 
 
Parallel analysis 
 
Principal Components & Raw Data Permutation 
 
Specifications for this Run: 
Ncases     168 
Nvars        8 
Ndatsets  1000 
Percent     95 
 
Raw Data Eigenvalues, & Mean & Percentile Random Data Eigenvalues 
         Root     Raw Data        Means     Prcntyle 
     1.000000     4.050611     1.332201     1.443486 
     2.000000      .905207     1.209237     1.282454 
     3.000000      .718778     1.112440     1.173034 
     4.000000      .658915     1.027224     1.082134 
     5.000000      .582418      .952494     1.005527 
     6.000000      .401293      .875598      .932624 
     7.000000      .376915      .794008      .856255 
     8.000000      .305862      .696798      .769286 
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Appendix C 
Normality Test and Transformation Results 
 
Test for the Assumption of Normality 
Note. a- Results showed a peaked negative (right) skew. 
     b- Results showed a peaked positive (left) skew.  
 
 
Box-cox transformation results 
 
Before transformation After transformation 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Histogram Shows  
Normal 
distribution  
Kolmogorov-Smirnova 
statistic 
Normality  
Assumption 
Violated  
Coworker Trust No
a
 .000 Yes 
Job autonomy No
a
 .000 Yes 
Role breadth self-efficacy No
b
 .000 Yes 
Information-seeking 
behavior  
No
b
 .200 No 
Work engagement  Yes .075 No 
Future role intent  Yes  .200 No 
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Before transformation 
 
 
 
After transformation 
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Appendix D 
Demographic Characteristics by Organization 
Summary of Characteristics of Organizations 
 IT  
 
Consulting 
 
Construction 
 
Research 
Center 
 
Pharmaceutical  
Companies 
Gender  76.4% 
Male  
70.4% Male  100% Male  92.9% 
Male  
68.6% Male  
Education 60% 4 year 
university 
34.5% 
graduate 
school 
40.7% 4 year 
university 
55.6% 
graduate 
school 
72.2% 4 year 
university 
25% graduate 
school  
100% 
graduate 
school 
55.6% 4 year 
university 
41.7% graduate 
school 
Rank 1.8% 
assistant 
manager  
50.9% 
manager 
29.1% 
deputy 
general 
manager 
9.1 % 
director  
3.7 % 
assistant 
manager  
22.2% 
manager 
37.0%deputy 
general 
manager 
63.0% director  
16.7% deputy 
general 
manager 
77.8% 
director  
21.4% 
manager 
35.7% 
deputy 
general 
manager 
42.9 % 
director  
27.8% assistant 
manager  
33.3% manager 
16.7% deputy 
general manager 
13.9 %director  
Organizational 
Tenure (year) 
9.4  5.77 17.27  14.23 10.91  
Project 
Management 
Experience 
(year) 
5.45  5.15  6.93  9.21  5.31  
Time Spent on  
Project 
Management  
69.37% 45.07% 73.75% 54.29% 57.78% 
Project Size 
(number of 
people)  
36.64  12.89  82.11  6.86  6.33  
Project Length 
(month) 
14.36  10  26.33  20.93  18.14  
Note. Two pharmaceutical companies were categorized as one group based on t-test results.  
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Appendix E 
Summary of Characteristics of Two Pharmaceutical Companies 
Welch’s t-test for Organization Comparison of Demographic Characteristics 
 Pharmaceutical  
company 1 
Pharmaceutical  
company 2 
Statistic Sig. 
Gender  54.5% Female  20.8% Female 3.556 .078 
Education 54.5% 4 year university 
45.5% graduate school 
56% 4 year university 
40% graduate school 
.237 .632 
Rank 54.5% assistant manager  
45.5% manager 
4% staff  
16% assistant manager 
28% manager 
24% deputy manager  
14.565 .001 
Organizational 
Tenure 
5.55 years 13.27 years 
33.019 .000 
Project Management 
Experience 
3.27 years  6.20 years  
8.644 .006 
% of Time Spent on  
Project Management  
48.64% 61.80% 
2.456 .138 
Project Size 8.45 people  5.40 people  1.951 .142 
Project Length 24.73 months 15.24 months 1.466 .167 
Note. Values in Statistic column are asymptotically F distributed. 
 
Descriptive Statistics and Welch’s t-test for Dependent and Independent Variables 
 Pharmaceutical  
company 1 
Pharmaceutical  
company 2 
Welch’s t-test  
 Mean s.d Mean s.d Statistic Sig. 
Job autonomy 3.73 0.52 3.05 0.71 9.559 .005 
Coworker trust 3.88 0.34 3.62 0.59 4.117 .056 
Role breadth self-efficacy  3.77 0.39 3.79 0.35 0.040 .843 
Information-seeking behavior 3.46 0.64 3.71 0.5 1.331 .266 
Work engagement  3.48 .59 3.79 0.56 2.212 .154 
Future role intent  3.43 .56 3.58 0.34 .731 .408 
Note.values in Statistic column are asymptotically F distributed 
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Appendix F 
Results of Reliability Analysis 
 
Cronbach’s Alpha If Item Deleted 
Factor  Items Cronbach’s alpha if 
item deleted  
Cronbach’s alpha if 
item included  
Coworker trust  TruCog1 0.857 0.874 
TruCog2 0.859 0.874 
TruCog3 0.869 0.874 
TruCog4 0.856 0.874 
TruCog5 0.859 0.874 
TruEmo1 0.86 0.874 
TruEmo2 0.865 0.874 
TruEmo3 0.874 0.874 
TruEmo4 0.859 0.874 
TruEmo5 0.861 0.874 
Work 
engagement 
WkEng1 0.91 0.924 
WkEng2 0.908 0.924 
WkEng3 0.914 0.924 
WkEng4 0.921 0.924 
WkEng5 0.916 0.924 
WkEng6 0.921 0.924 
WkEng7 0.919 0.924 
WkEng8 0.914 0.924 
WkEng9 0.918 0.924 
Job autonomy Auto1 0.881 0.924 
Auto2 0.907 0.924 
Auto3 0.882 0.924 
Role breath self-
efficacy  
RBSE1 0.836 0.854 
RBSE2 0.838 0.854 
RBSE4 0.836 0.854 
RBSE5 0.843 0.854 
RBSE6 0.85 0.854 
RBSE7 0.829 0.854 
RBSE9 0.828 0.854 
RBSE10 0.832 0.854 
Information-
seeking behavior  
Plan1 0.968 0.968 
Plan2 0.968 0.968 
168 
Plan3 0.966 0.968 
Plan4 0.966 0.968 
Imp1 0.965 0.968 
Imp2 0.965 0.968 
Imp3 0.965 0.968 
Imp4 0.965 0.968 
Imp5 0.964 0.968 
Imp6 0.967 0.968 
Clos1 0.966 0.968 
Clos2 0.966 0.968 
Clos3 0.965 0.968 
Future role intent FRI1 0.65 0.889 
FRI2 0.54 0.889 
FRI4 0.72 0.889 
FRI5 0.37 0.889 
FRI6 0.35 0.889 
FRI7 0.61 0.889 
FRI8 0.79 0.889 
FRI9 0.77 0.889 
FRI10 0.69 0.889 
FRI11 0.62 0.889 
FRI12 0.75 0.889 
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Appendix G 
Korean Translation 
1 차 설문 
▶ 정보추구행동 
0. 프로젝트 특성  
최근에 맡으셨던 그 프로젝트에 속한 인원은 (귀하를 포함하여) 총 몇명입니까?  
그 프로젝트는 얼마나 오래 지속되었습니까? (예: 1 년 10 개월)  
1. 계획 단계 
다음은 프로젝트의 계획 단계에서 일반적으로 수행되는 과제의 목록입니다. 귀하께서는 각 
과제를 수행시, 얼마나 자주 상사, 동료, 팀원들로부터 정보를 구했습니까? 
프로젝트 상사/스폰서 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
프로젝트 요구 사항 정의하기      
필요한 프로젝트 자원 확보하기      
팀 활동 일정 수립하기      
프로젝트 리스크 평가하기      
 
 
동료 프로젝트 매니저 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
프로젝트 요구 사항 정의하기      
필요한 프로젝트 자원 확보하기      
팀 활동 일정 수립하기      
프로젝트 리스크 평가하기      
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프로젝트 팀원 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
프로젝트 요구 사항 정의하기      
필요한 프로젝트 자원 확보하기      
팀 활동 일정 수립하기      
프로젝트 리스크 평가하기      
 
2. 실행 단계 
다음은 프로젝트의 실행 단계에서 일반적으로 수행되는 과제의 목록입니다. 귀하께서는 각 
과제를 수행시, 얼마나 자주 상사, 동료, 팀원들로부터 정보를 구했습니까? 
프로젝트 상사/스폰서 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
팀원들의 업무를 지시하기      
프로젝트 요구사항의 변동이 필요한 
경우 협상하기 
     
팀원들이 프로젝트에서 요구하는 
능력을 갖추도록 돕기 
     
프로젝트 진행 상황을 체크하기      
중간산출물과 최종산출물을 비교하여 
차이점 확인하기 
     
예상치 못한 돌발 상황에 대처하기      
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동료 프로젝트 매니저 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
팀원들의 업무를 지시하기      
프로젝트 요구사항의 변동이 필요한 
경우 협상하기 
     
팀원들이 프로젝트에서 요구하는 
능력을 갖추도록 돕기 
     
프로젝트 진행 상황을 체크하기      
중간산출물과 최종산출물을 비교하여 
차이점 확인하기 
     
예상치 못한 돌발 상황에 대처하기      
 
프로젝트 팀원 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
팀원들의 업무를 지시하기      
프로젝트 요구사항의 변동이 필요한 
경우 협상하기 
     
팀원들이 프로젝트에서 요구하는 
능력을 갖추도록 돕기 
     
프로젝트 진행 상황을 체크하기      
중간산출물과 최종산출물을 비교하여 
차이점 확인하기 
     
예상치 못한 돌발 상황에 대처하기      
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3. 종료단계 
다음은 프로젝트의 종료 단계에서 일반적으로 수행되는 과제의 목록입니다. 귀하께서는 각 
과제를 수행시, 얼마나 자주 상사, 동료, 팀원들로부터 정보를 구했습니까? 
프로젝트 상사/스폰서 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
프로젝트 요구사항 달성 여부를 
확인하기 
     
프로젝트 산출물에 대한 고객의 만족 
여부를 확인하기 
     
프로젝트 관련 문서/기록이 모두 
최신으로 업데이트 되어 있는지 
확인하기 
     
 
동료 프로젝트 매니저 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
프로젝트 요구사항 달성 여부를 
확인하기 
     
프로젝트 산출물에 대한 고객의 만족 
여부를 확인하기 
     
프로젝트 관련 문서/기록이 모두 
최신으로 업데이트 되어 있는지 
확인하기 
     
 
프로젝트 팀원 
 1 
거의 
없음 
2 
아주 
드물게 
3 
가끔 
4 
자주 
5 
항상 
프로젝트 요구사항 달성 여부를      
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확인하기 
프로젝트 산출물에 대한 고객의 만족 
여부를 확인하기 
     
프로젝트 관련 문서/기록이 모두 
최신으로 업데이트 되어 있는지 
확인하기 
     
 
▶ 업무 열의 
다음은 귀하의 업무에 대한 심리 상태에 대한 질문입니다. 아래의 문장을 읽고 동의하는 정도를 
선택해 주십시오. 
 1 
전혀 
그렇지 
않다 
2 
그렇지  
않다 
3 
보통 
이다 
4 
그렇다 
5 
매우 
그렇다 
나는 일을 할 때 넘치는 힘을 느낀다      
나는 일을 하면서 원기 왕성함을 
느낀다 
     
나는 직무를 수행하는데 있어서 
열정적이다 
     
나의 일 자체가 나를 열심히 
일하게끔 만든다 
     
아침에 일어나면, 일하러 가고 싶은 
기분이 든다 
     
나는 집중해서 일을 할 때면 
행복감을 느낀다 
     
나는 내 일에 대해 자부심을 느낀다      
나는 나의 직무에 몰입되어 있다      
나는 일을 할 때 굉장히 열중한다      
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▶ 일반 신상 정보  
다음은 귀하의 일반적인 사항에 관한 문항들입니다. 기재해 주신 내용은 비밀이 보장되며 연구 
이외의 목적으로는 사용되지 않음을 약속 드립니다. 해당하는 곳에 표시해 주십시오. 
성별: ( ) 남자 ( ) 여자 
직급: ( ) 사원 ( ) 대리 ( ) 과장 ( ) 차장 ( ) 부장 
최종 학력: ( ) 고졸 ( ) 전문대졸 ( ) 대졸 ( ) 대학원졸 
직종: ( ) 금융업 ( ) 제조업 ( ) 정보통신업 ( ) 물류/유통업 ( ) 서비스업 ( ) 건설업 
     ( ) 그 외: _________________________________________________ 
귀하가 속해 있는 부서는? ( ) 마케팅 ( ) 연구개발 ( ) 영업 ( ) 인사교육/재무 
                         ( ) 그 외: _________________________________________________ 
현 직장(회사)에서 얼마나 오래 근무했습니까?:   
(연단위로 반올림해주세요)  
(귀하의 경력을 통틀어) 프로젝트 매니저로서의 근무연한은?:  
(연단위로 반올림해주세요)  
귀하의 총 업무 시간에서 프로젝트 관리 업무가 차지하는 비중을 퍼센티지로 나타낸다면 몇 
퍼센트입니까?: _________ 
(1 부터 100 사이의 숫자로 응답해주세요) 
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2 차 설문 
▶향후 역할 의지 
다음은 현재 맡고 계신 프로젝트 매니저라는 역할에 대한 귀하의 생각과 의지를 묻는 
질문입니다. 각 문장을 읽고 동의하는 정도를 선택해 주십시오. 
 1 
전혀 
그렇지 
않다 
2 
그렇지  
않다 
3 
보통 
이다 
4 
그렇다 
5 
매우 
그렇다 
나는 프로젝트 매니저로서 일하는 
것이 만족스럽다. 
     
나는 이 역할을 성공적으로 
수행하는데 필요한 스킬을 가지고 
있다. 
     
이 역할은 조직 내에서 승진의 
가능성을 높여 준다. 
     
나에게 선택권이 주어진다면 
프로젝트 매니저로서 남는 것을 
선택할 것이다. 
     
나는 조직 내에서 지금 맡은 역할이 
아닌 다른 역할을 찾을 것이다. 
     
만약에 조직 내에서 다른 역할로 
전환할 수 있는 기회가 온다면 나는 
당연히 그 기회를 잡을 것이다. 
     
나는 내가 지금 맡은 프로젝트 
매니저로서의 역할을 무엇과도 
바꾸지 않을 것이다. 
     
규모가 더 큰 프로젝트를 맡는 내 
자신을 그려보곤 한다. 
     
 
나는 향후 내가 프로젝트 매니저로서 
경험해 본 것 보다.. 
1 
전혀 
그렇지 
않다 
2 
그렇지  
않다 
3 
보통 
이다 
4 
그렇다 
5 
매우 
그렇다 
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전략적으로 더 중요한 프로젝트를 
맡는 내 자신을 그려보곤 한다. 
     
프로젝트 수행 방식에 있어 더 큰 
결정권을 보장하는 프로젝트를 맡는 
내 자신을 그려보곤 한다. 
     
더 폭넓은 스킬들을 요구하는 
프로젝트를 맡는 내 자신을 그려보곤 
한다. 
     
더 많은 프로젝트원들을 관리하는 내 
자신을 그려보곤 한다 
     
규모가 더 큰 프로젝트를 맡는 내 
자신을 그려보곤 한다. 
     
전략적으로 더 중요한 프로젝트를 
맡는 내 자신을 그려보곤 한다. 
     
 
▶업무폭 자기효능감  
다음은 적극성을 요구하는 다양한 업무를 수행하는 것에 대한 자신감에 관한 질문입니다. 각 
문항을 읽고 자신있는 정도를 선택해 주십시오. 
 1 
전혀 
자신이  
않다 
2 
자신이 
없다 
3 
보통 
이다 
4 
자신있다 
5 
매우 
자신있다 
장기적인 문제를 분석하고 해결책을 
강구하기 
     
자신의 업무 분야를 대표하여 고위 
경영진과의 회의에 참석하기 
     
현재 맡고 있는 업무에 대한 새로운 
프로세스를 설계하기 
     
자신이 맡은 업무의 개선방안을 
상사에게 제안하기 
     
회사전략에 관한 토론에 참여하여 
의견 내기 
     
자신이 맡은 업무에 대한 예산안 
작성하기 
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자신이 속한 업무 분야의 목표를 
수립하는데 기여하기 
     
회사 외부 사람들(e.g. 공급자, 
고객)에게 연락하여 문제점을 
논의하기 
     
여러 명의 동료들 앞에서 정보를 
제시하거나 발표하기 
     
다른 부서 사람들을 만나 업무 개선 
방안에 관해 제안하기 
     
장기적인 문제를 분석하고 해결책을 
강구하기 
     
 
▶동료간 신뢰  
다음의 귀하가 같은 부서에서 일하는 동료들을 얼만큼 신뢰하는지를 묻는 질문입니다. 각 
문장을 읽고 동의하는 정도를 선택해 주십시오. 
 1 
전혀 
그렇지 
않다 
2 
그렇지  
않다 
3 
보통 
이다 
4 
그렇다 
5 
매우 
그렇다 
자신의 업무에 대해 전문적이고 
헌신적이다 
     
그간의 성과나 업적으로 봤을 때, 
그들의 역량이나 업무에 대한 준비에 
대해서는 의심의 여지가 없다 
     
업무적으로 의지할 만 한 사람들이다. 
그들의 부주의한 업무 처리로 인하여 
내 업무에 해가 될 일은 없기 
때문이다. 
     
(친분관계가 없는 사람들을 포함한) 
대부분의 사람들로부터 동료로서 
신뢰받고 존중받는다. 
     
업무 상 교류하는 다른 동료들로부터 
믿을 수 있는 사람이라고 평가받는다. 
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각자의 생각, 감정, 희망하는 바를 
서로 공유하는 관계이다. 
     
업무 중 겪는 어려운 점에 대해 서로 
편하게 말하고 기꺼이 들어줄 수 
있다. 
     
우리 중 누군가 직장을 옮겨서 더 
이상 같이 일할 수 없게 된다면 서로 
상실감을 느낄 것이다. 
     
내가 나의 문제에 대해 이야기 
한다면 진심으로 건설적인 조언을 해 
줄 것이다. 
     
직장 동료로서 관계를 형성하기 위해 
서로 상당한 정서적 노력을 
기울였다고 말할 수 있다. 
     
 
▶직무 자율성  
다음은 귀하가 업무 스케쥴이나 업무 방식을 정하는데 있어 얼마나 자율성을 가지고 있는지에 
관한 질문입니다. 아래의 문장을 읽고 동의하는 정도를 선택해 주십시오. 
 1 
전혀 
그렇지 
않다 
2 
그렇지  
않다 
3 
보통 
이다 
4 
그렇다 
5 
매우 
그렇다 
나는 업무를 수행하는데 상당한 
자율성을 가지고 있다. 
     
나는 업무를 어떤 방식으로 처리할 
것인가에 대해 스스로 결정할 수 
있다. 
     
나는 업무 수행에 있어서 상당한 
독립성과 재량을 가지고 있다. 
     
 
